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SUBJECT: Antidegradation Analysis Report County of Placer Department of Facility
Services Sewer Maintenance District 1 Wastewater Treatment Plant

Dear Ms. Messina:

Placer County (County) hereby transmits its Antidegradation Analysis Report (AAR) in suppori
of the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) request for an increase in permitted capacity as part

of the renewal of NPDES permit No. C40079316 forthe Sewer Maintenance District 1 (SMD 1)

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).

The County has conducted a review of planned growth within the service area that indicates a

treatment capacity expansion is necessary for the SMD 1 WWTP to accommodate an average
dry weather flow (ADWF) of 2.7 million gallons per day (mgd) by 2034. Additionally, substantial
treatment process upgrades to the SMD 1 WWTP will be necessary to comply with the current

and anticipated effluent limitations for turbidity, disinfection byproducts, ammonia and nitrate.

The expansion is anticipated to include upgrades throughout most of the facility, includin$ new

biological nutrient removal facilities and a new ultra-violet (U.V.) disinfection system.

The enclosed AAR compares water quality effects on downstream waterbodies from the current
plant at the currently permitted capacity (2.18 mgd ADWF) to that which would occur from the

expanded discharge from the upgraded planl (2.7 mgd ADWF) on a constituentby-constituent
basis in compliance with current antidegradation policies. The AAR also includes an evaluation
of whether the upgraded and expanded plant will meet best practicabìe treatment and control
(BPTC). ln addition, the AAR prov¡des a socioeconomic analysis to evaluate the economic and

social benefits of increasing plant capacity versus the water quality impacts and the cost and

feasibility of alternatives.
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ln closlng, the County is committed to working with Reg¡onal Water Board staff to facilitate
the expedited development of the renewed perm¡t pr¡or to March 2010. Please contact
Dave Atkinson (530) 886-4968 of my staff if you have any questions about this subm¡ttal,

Sincerely,

WD:KB:lm

cc: Mr. Jim Parker, P.G. Environmental n/
letter€fily
Dr. l\¡ichael Bryan; Robertson-Bryan, lnc.
Mr. Steve Herrerai OWEN PSOI\4AS

Enclosures: SMDl WWTP Antidegradation Analys¡s Report

T:\FAC\SPEC_DtST(New)\g9'10 NPDES Permits\SMD 'l\2010 Permìt Negolialion\AntiDeg\Placer Sl\¡01-Antideg Cover Letter.doc

Will Dickinson.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

lntroduction

Placer County Department of Facility Services (County) owns and operates Sewer Maintenance
District I Wastewater Treatrnent Plant (SMDI WWTP). The plant is located in the north
Auburn area, and discharges treated effluent to Rock Creek. Approximately 200 feet
downstream, Rock Creek is tlibutary to Dry Creek. Currently, the County is designing upgrades
to the plant to: 1) cornply with effluent limitations in the existing ar.rd anticipated renewal
NPDES Permit and Cease and Desist Older, and 2) expand capacity from 2.18 mgd to 2.7 mgd
avelage dry weathel flow (ADWF) to meet the needs of planned growth in the service area. The
expansion is anticipated to include upgrades throughout most of the facility, including new
biological nutrient removal facilities and a new ultla-violet (U.V.) disinfection system.

Because the County is seeking a renewed NPDES pelrnit that would increase the SMD1 WWTP
discharge capacity, the Central Valley Regional Watel Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) has
lequested an antidegradation analysis be perforrned in accordance with State and fedetal
antidegradation policies. The prirnary objective of the State and fedelal antidegradation policies
is to protect receivir.rg wate| quality thât is better than applicable wate| quality criteria and, if ûot
better, to othelwise ensure beueficial uses are protected. The antidegladation analysis cornpales,
constituent-by-constituent, the water quality effects on downstream waterbodies frorn the current
plant at the curi-ently pelrnitted capacity to that which would occur with the expanded discharge
frorn the upgladed plant. Furthelmore, this repolt evaluates the significance of the water quality
effects, the cost and feasibility of alternatives, and determines whether allowing the potential
inctemental degradation defined herein would be consistent with maximum benefit to the people
of the State, given the socioeconornic benefits of increasing plant capacity.

Water Quality Analysis

The extent of impacts fiorn SMDI WWTP's proposed increased discharge capacity were
primarily assessed on the basis of assimilative capacity utilization - on a mass balance approach
for all constituents and, additionally for bioaccumulative constituents, on a rnâss loading basis.
To calculate use of available assimilative capacity, the applicable criteria need to be dcfined,
often based on site-specific charactelistics. Generally, televant water quality standards are
collcentration-based in ordet to prevent exceedances of concentration-based exposure thtesholds.
Thtts, critical leceiving water flows and lepresentative water quality measuÌements were criteria-
deper.rdent (i.e., shorter lepresentative averaging periods fol acute effects as cornpared to long-
term hutnan health cliteria). Furthermore, the nature of downstream water bodies rnay facilitate
extended residence time or deposition of contaminants. Thelefore, for bioaccumulative
constituents, mass loadings were also considered in assessing potential lowering of water quality
from increased SMDl WWTP discharge.

Sl\¡D1 Wastewater Treatment Plant
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Best Practicable Treatment and Control Analysis

The telm "best practical tleatment or control" (BPTC) appears in the State's antidegradation
policy (Resolution No. 68-16). However', nowhere in State regulatious or policies has BPTC
been defined in terms of specific tleatrnent processes for specific constituents, ol in terms of
specific effluer.rt quality. A review of Clean Water Act (CWA) requitements for publicly
owned treatment works (POTWs) and non-POTWs was used to detelmine that, in the State

and fedelal regulations, achievement of "best practical treatment or control" ald "best

practicable waste treatment technology" are defined iu terms of plant petformance and

maintenaltce of water quality standards, rather than specific tr-eatrnent techt.rologies. Thus, an

evaluation was made of the anticipated plant performance for the planned upgraded and

expanded SMD1 WWTP and the anticipated ability of the plant to cornply with applicable
water quality stardards.

Socioeconomic and Alternatives Anafysis

The objective of the socioeconomic analysis is to determine if the loweling of Rock Creek and

Dry Creek water quality is in the "best interest" of the people of the State. The socioecouornic
evaluation considered: 1) the social benefits and costs based on the ability to âccommodate

socioeconornic development in the Placer County General Plan; 2) the maguitude of the watel
quality impacts, the change in water quality from existing conditions, and expected effects ou
beneficial uses of Rock and Dly creeks and downstream waters; 3) thc feasibility and

effectiveness of reducing the lowering of water quality by implementing alternalives to the

proposed ploject; and 4) the economic costs fol alternatives and a comparison of altenative costs

to the current project expansion cost estimate of $87 rnillion, ùe incteased cost for ratepayers,

and the rragnitude of the char.rge in ratepayer costs.

The following six alternatives were evaluated for theil ability to reduce or elirninate the lowering
of water quality that would result fi'om dischalging an additional 0.52 rngd ADWF of treated

effluent forrn the upgladed and expanded plant.

. Higher level of tteatment using microfiltration

. Zero dischalge (100o/o) r'ecycling of additional plant capacity

. Flow restricted discharge

. Pollutant source rninilnization

. Connect to City of Lincoln Wastewâtet Treatment Plant

. Change in dlinking watet source

Fíndings and Conclusions

The watel quality of Rock and Dry creeks, with respect to chemical constituents, pH, and

tr-rrbidity would remain bettel than r.ìecessary to fully protect beneficial uses. Resulting
temperature and DO conditions in Rock and Dt'y cr-eeks are expected to remaill at levels
throughout the year that would be protective of beneficial uses. FoL all ofthe constituents
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assessed, any loweling of receiving watcr quality would be rninor and would use less than 10ol¿

of the available assirnilative capacity. Thus, the incremental increase in drschalge would not

significantly lower water quality for any constituent in Rock and Dry creeks, relative to that

which would occut under the curlent permitted capacity for the SMDI WWTP.

The incrernental increase in dischalge would not lead to significant iuclease in mass loading of
bioaccumulative constitueûts such as rnelcury o| other conselved constituelìts such as total

dissolved solids. Total dissolved solids ale expected to decrease as the WWTP converts from a

chlorine-based disinfection process to U.V. disinfection. In short, no beneficial uses of Rock

Creek, D¡y Creek, or downstrean waters are anticipated to be adversely affected by the planned

expansion.

The expansion of the SMDI WWTP frorn its currer]l 2.18 rngd ADWF permitted capacity to 2.7

mgd ADWF would accommodate planned and apploved growth in the service area. Having new

development in the region independently treat its wastewater in an effott to elirninate any

incrernental degradation of water quality iû Rock and Dry cÍeeks would uot be cost-effective,

may not reduce loadings to downstream portions of the watershed (e.g., Saclamento River'), and

may not irnprove water quality (frorn a constituent concentration basis) throughout Rock and Dly
creeks.

Sever.al alter.natives were consideled and found to be infeasible lor cost or logistical reasons or

both, when cornpared to tlìe pl'oposed action of increased SMD 1 WV/TP dischalge from an

upgraded plant. The County will operate an upgraded treatment tlain that meets aud exceeds

BPTC of the discharge and will facilitate greater use of recycled water, upon demand fo| such

water. developing in the area. Placing connectiou bans on the SMDl WWTP to pl'event the non-

significant degr.adation of water quality would have direct advetse effects on important

socioeconornic development approved for the region, which, in turn, would advelsely affect the

county's future rate payer and tax base.

Based on the assessnìcl'tt contaired helein, it is dete::mined that the SMDI WWTP upgrade and

expansion project will opelate to meet the highest statutory and regulatoly NPDES requit-ements

which r.esult in BPTC necessary to assule that a water quality nuisance will not occur and that

be¡eficial uses ar:e fully protected. The lirnited dcgladation iu receiving wåter quality that may

occur as a result of plauned discharge expansion is not significant and would accommodâte

important socioeconornic development in the service area while rnaintaining full plotection ôf
the Rock Creek and Dry Creek beneficial uses. An evaluation of sevelal alternatives, and their

effects on water quality impacts and beneficial use pfotection did not identify any feasible

alternative coutrol measure that more effectively would accommodate the plarlned and apploved

growth that would lesult from implernenting the alternative, relative to implen'renting the planned

upgrade/expals ion proj ect.

Based on the analysis contained herein, the anticipated water quality changes in Rock and Dty
cr.eeks will be corlsistent with State and fedelal antidegradation policies, will be to the important

socioeconomic benefit to the people ofthe legion, be to the maxitnutn benefit ofthe people of
the State, and will not result in water quality less than that plescribed in the policies that are

requiled to prevent a nuisance or that are requied to protect beneficial uses.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 DischargerDescription

Placer: County Departmeût of Facility Services (County) owns and opetates the Sewel

Maintenance Distiict I Wastewater Treatmsnt Plant (SMDl WWTP). The treatment plant is

located in Auburn, approximately 40 miles northeast of Sacramento and provides service to the

unincorporated area of North Auburn in Placer Cou[ty, which serves a population of
approxiinately 15,000 and includes rnuch ol'the industlial area of Auburn. The plant discharges

ti.eãted effluent to Rock Cleek. Approximâtely 200 feet downstream, Rock Creek is tlibutary to

Dry Creek, which mer.ges with Orr Creek and is then called Coon Creek. Coon Creek splits into

several channels (Main Canal, Markham, Bunkham, and East Side Canal), eventually entering

the Natomas Cr.oss Car.ral and subsequently the Sacramento River just below the confluence with

the Feathet River'.

The treatment plant provides tet'tiâty t¡eâtment when influent flows ars 3.5 mgd ot less and a

mixture of secondaly and tertiary treatment whetl flows ars greatet'thalÌ 3.5 rngd. The plant

co¡sists of headworks including comrninution and aelated grit removal, foul primary clalifiers,

three totating biological contactofs (RBCs), two trickìing filters, four secondary clarifiers, six

gravity filrers with anthr-acite rnedia, three chloline contact chatnbers and dechlorination, plimary

ãnd secondary digesters, belt ptess, and sludge drying beds. DewateÍed sludge is disposed at a

landfill.

Currently, the County is designing upglades to the plant to: 1) comply with effluent limitations in

the existing and anticipated renewed NPDES Permit and cease and Desist order, and 2) expand

capacity fron'r 2.18 rngd to 2.7 mgd ADWF to meet incfeasing flows from a growing number of
crì^stomèt s i¡ the collection system. The County has submitted a Report of Waste Discharge

(ROWD) (Placer County 2009) for.a renewed NPDES permit for the expanded capacity and

upgraded facility. The expansion is anticipated to include upglades and additional unit process

thóughout most of the facility, including new flow equalization facilities, new biological

nutr.ie¡t removal facilities, and a new ultraviolet (U.V.) disinfection system. The expansion is il
the design phase and is expected to be completed in2014'

1.2 Purpose of Analysis

The County has pr.oposed increasing the discharge capacity of the SMDI WWTP from 2.18 mgd

to 2.7 rngdADWF, and is seeking a renewed NPDES pelrnit for dischalges to Rock creek.

Hence, the central valley Regional watel Quality control Boald (cvRwQCB) has requested

an antidegradation analysis be performed in accordance with State and fedeÌal antidegradation

policies. This a¡tidegradation analysis has been perfolmed to assess the nature and degree to

which increased discharge would result in a lowering of water quality in Rock creek, and Dry

creek given its close proximity (i.e., approximately 200 feet downsúeam), whether resultant

conditi,c¡s would be protective of the creeks' beneficial uses, and whether allowing the potential

incremental degradation defined helein would be consistent with rnaximum benefit to the people
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of the State, given the economic and social benefits of incleasing plant capacity versus the water
quality irnpacts and the cost and feasibility of alternatrves.

2 ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY AND GUIDANCE

Antidegr-adation policies and guidance have been issued at both the federal and state level, as

desclibed in the following sections.

2.1 Federal Antidegradation Policy and Guidance

The federal antidegradation policy is designed to protect existing uses and the level of water
quality necessary to protect existing uses, and plovide plotection for higher quality and
outstanding national water lesoulces. The fede[al policy directs states to âdopt â policy that
includes the following plirnaly pr-ovisions; these provisions have since become used to classify
water body quality as Tier 1, Tier' 2, or Tier' 3 watels (Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regnlations, Section 131.12 (40 CFR I3l.12)):

( 1 ) Exíttitrg instream wüter uses and the level oJ woter qual.ity necessûry to protect tlrc
existirtg uses sha.l.l he ntaintained and protecled. [Tier 1]

(2) Where the t|urtlitl, of waters exceed levels tLec6sary 10 support propctgclriotl o.Í.fi,th,

shellfish, and wildlffè and recredtiot't in and on rh.e wdte4 that quulity slrul.l. be
maintained and proteclecl unless the State fitld.s, after Jull sati,sJactkn of tlrc
intergovenlmentol coordination and publ.ic participation provisions of Íhe State's
continuing plaruùng process, that allowing lower wctter qualiD) is necessary to
accommodate importLmt economic or social developmenl itt the area in which the
t4tq.lern tre locuted. In ollowing such degrttdation or lower water quúlily, the State
slutll ¿tssure water quality adequate to prdect existing uses.fir.lly. Furth.er, the State
shttll. ctssure thctt there shall be aclûeved the highest statutory cotd regulatory
requirements .for nll new and existing point sources ancl a.lL cost-eJfective antl
reasonable best management practices.for notxpoittt source control.. fTier 2l

(3)Where high qualitl, wûlers constilute an outstanding national, resource, such as
walers of natiot'tal cmd State parks and wil.dlife refuges and wctters of exceplional.
recrealiontLl or ecol.ogical significance, that water quali4, shall be tnaintained and
protected. fTier 3]

(4) ht lhose cases wltere potentiúl wúter quality impcLirmenl ctssociated wilh ct thermal
discharge is itrol.ve¡J, the antidegradcttion policy and implementing method shall be
cotxsisten.t with Section 316 of the Act.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Region 9 published Guidtntce
on Implementing the Antidegradaîion Proyisions rl 40 CFR 131.12 (USEP A 1987). The
document provides general prograrn guidance for states in Regior.r 9 on developirrg pr-ocedures

for irnplernenting antidegradation policies.
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In August 2005, the U.S. EPA issued a memorandurn discussing Tier 2 antidegradation leviews
and significance thlesholds (U.S. EPA 2005). Theuseof a 10olo reduction in available
assimilative capacity as a significance threshold was considered "to be workable and protective
in identifying those significant lowerings of water quality that should receive a full Tier 2
antidegradation review, including public participation" (U.S. EPA 2005).

Given the dilferent approaches states and tribes have taken recently to deJine
significance, it is important to clctri.fy thctt the mosl appropriate way to deftne a
significcmce threshold is in terms qf ossimikttive capacity... Further, given the importcmce
of public porticitrttttion and transparenr:y, it is clettr tJutt a definition oJ signiJiccmce that
directly links to the resource to be prolected (assirnilcttive capacity) is more likel¡, to be
understood by rlrc public (U.5. EPA 2005).

2.2 State Antidegradation Pol¡cy and Guidance

2.2;l Resolution No, 68.16

The State Water Resources Control Boald (SWRCB) has interpleted Resolution No. 68-16 to
incorporate the federal antidegradation policy (CVRV/QCB 1998). Resolution No. 68-16 states,
in palt:

L Whenever the existing qual.ity of water is better tJ1 1tlrc quality established in
policies as oJ the date on which such policies become efJÞctive, such existirtg higlt
qudl.ity will be maintained utttil ít has been denonstrated to the State thctt tuly
chcmge will be consislent witlt tttoximutn benefit to the people of the State, v,ill. not
unreasonably rlffect presetxt and anticipated beneficial use of such water and wil.l.

not result in water qual.ity Iess than thdt prescribed in the policies.

2. Atty ctctirtily wltich protluces or may produce a waste or increased volu.me r¡r
concentration of waste and wh.ich di.scharges or proposes to discharge to udstítxg
high quality waîers will be required. 1o meet waste discharge requirements wltich
will result in the best prcrclicohle treolment or control of the discharge necessary to
assure thul (rt) o pol.lution or nuis¿utce will not occur and (b) the highest wctter
qual.ity consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State will. be
maintained.

2.2.2 1987 Policy Memorandum

In 1987, the SWRCB issued a policy memofandum to the RWQCBs to plovide guidance on the
application of the federal antidegradation policy for SWRCB and RWQCB actions, including
establishing water quality objectives, issuing NPDES pennits, and adopting waivers and
exceptions to water quality objectives or control measures. In conducting these actions, the
RWQCBs must assure full protection of existing instream beneficial uses, that the lowering of
water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social development, and that
outstanding national resoulce waters be rnaintained and protected.
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2.2,3 AdministrativeProceduresUpdate90.004

In 1990, the SWRCB issued guidance as Administrative Procedures Update (APU) 90-004 to the
RWQCBs for implemer.rtir.rg Resolution No. 68-16 in NPDES perrnitting. APU 90-004 r'equites
the RWQCBs to determine the need to make findings as to whetlìer water quality degradation is
peunissible when balanced against benefit to the public. APU 90-004 desctibes two types of
antidegradation analyses - a "simple" analysis and a "complete" analysis. Fultherrnore APU 90-
004 identifies conditions when a complete antidegradation analysis must be performed.

Need for a Complete Antidegradation Analysis

A complete artidegradation analysis is requir-ed if the proposed activity results in:

L A substantial increase in m.ass emissiot'ts oÍ a pol.lut¿tt'tt, even I lhere is no olher
indication tlutt the receiving waters are polluîed; or

2. MorxLl.ity or significant growth or reproductive impairment of resident species.

In particul.ar, at1 antidegradation .firuling Ibased on a complete analysis] should l¡e macle

and, if necesscLry, an cmal¡sis shouLd he condacted when performing tlte.fòllowing permit
aclivities:

L Is,çuance o;f a pern.it.for any new discharge, including Section 40I ceúifications; or

2. Material. and su.bstantial. cLl.teration,s tu the perntitîed.facility, such as relocctliott oJ tut
existing discharge; or

3. Reissuance or mt¡dification oJ permits wlticlt would all.ow a significcml increctse in lhe
corrcentratíon or mtlss emissir¡n oJ any pollulant in Íhe discharge.

A complete antidegradation analysis will not be required if:

l. A Regionct.l Board delertn.ines th.clÍ. the reduction of water quality will be spatittlly
localized or limixed with respect to the waterborly; e.g., confined to the mixing zone; or

2. A Regional Board. d¿r.erm.ines the reductiott in wclter qu¿tlity is temporally limited and
will not result in ary) Long-tertn dcl.eteri.ous effects on wcLter quulily; e.9., will cectse a/ier
a slorm event ís over; or

3. A Regional Board ¿letermines the proposed action will produce ntinor eJfecls which will
tlot result in a. significan.t reduclion of water quality; e.g., a POTW hns a minor increctse

in rhe vol.ume of disclnrge subject to secondary lreût,lLent; or

4. The Regbnal Board deterntines lltcLt the propctsed activity, whicll may potential.ly red.uce

water qual.ity, has been approved in lhe General Plan of tt political subdivísion and has
been adequately subjected to the environmental and econotnic rtnalyses in an
environm.ental ùtrpact report (EIR) required under the Calit'òrnia Environmenlal Quctlity
Act (CEQA). If the Regional lloa.rd.find.s the EIR ínadequate, the Regionol Bottrtl must
supplement this information to support th.e decision.
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The County is seeking reissuance of an NPDES permit for discharge of treated effluent fror¡ the
SMDl WWTP to Rock Cleek, including an increase in allowable discharge capacity frorn 2.18
mgd,Io 2.7 mgd ADWF. This 59o/o increase in allowable discharge capacity is substantial;
hence, a complete antidegradation analysis has been performed and is presented herein.

Elements of a Complete Antidegradation Analysis

APU 90-004 describes the procedure for a complete antidegladation analysis. Thele are three
main elements to the complete antidegladation analysis, which are quoted below.

"1. Compare receiving water quality to the water qualily objectives establ.ished to protect
de si gnut ed b enefic ictl u s e s.

a. IJ baseline water quality is equal. to or less than the qual.ity as defined by the water
quality objective, water quality shall. be maintained or improved to a level that
achieyes the ohjectives. ... lTier 1]

b. If baseline water quality is better than the water quali4, as defined. lty tlrc wtûer
quality ohjective, the baseline warer quality shdll be maintained unless poorer
water quality is necessory to accommodole important economic or social
developntent and is considered to be of maximum benefit to the people of the State.

lTier 2l

2. Brtktncing the proposed action against the public interest.

ct. Pctst, present, and probubl.e beneficial uses ol the water.

b. Economic and socicLl ct¡st, tangibl.e and intangible, of the proposed d.ischa.rge
com.pared to benefits. ...

c. TJæ environmentol. ctspects of tlte proposed discharge mu,st be et¡aluated..

d. The irnplement(ûbn oJ.feúsible altentotive control meûsures ....

3. Report on the antidegradalion analysis.

ct. The water qualily parcLmeters and beneJicial uses which will be trJfected by the
proposed aclion and lhe extenî of the irnpact.

b. The scientific rûtionûle.for determitxitxg that the proposed actbtt will or wil.l t'tot
lower water qual.itl,.

c. A descriplion oJ the alterncttive meüsures thút were considered.

d. A descríption of the socioeconomic et,alucttion.

e. The ro.tionale.for determining that the proposed aclion is or is not.justified by
,ç ocioe c onomic cons i de ra 1 iotts."

Sl\¡D1 Wastewater Treatment Plant
Placer Counly

Robertson-Bryan, Inc
Antidegradation Analysis



Figure l. Localion of the Placer County SMDI Wastewater TÌeatment Plant northwest of the North Auburn area and

north of Auburn, CA. Highway 49 intersects with interstate 80 south of the map at Auburn, The map also shows the
water bodies downstream of the discharge (Rock and Dry creeks).
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3 WATER QUALITY STANDAHDS

A water quality standald consists of: l) the designated beneficial uses of a water body to be
protected; 2) adopted cliterion designed to protect those uses; and 3) an antidegladation policy.
The federal and State antidegradation policies are presented in Sectiorr 2. The following sections
describe the beneficial uses and water quality critelia applicable to the receiving water, Rock
Creek, and to Dry Cleek.

3.1 Beneficial Uses

The beneficial uses of Rock Creek and Dly Creek are designated via the "tributaly statement" ilt
tj¡e Woter Qual.itTt Control PIan (Basitt Pla.n), Cerúra.l Valley Regi.on, Sacramento River and San
Joctquin River Baslns (CVRWQCB 2004). Because Rock Cleek and Dry Creek ale tributaly to
the Sacramento River', the beneficial uses of the Sacramento River between Colusa Drain and the
I Street Bridge have been designated fol Rock Creek and Dry Creek through application of the
tributary statement of the Basin Plan. Table 1 identifies the designated beneficial uses for
surface water, while gloundwater', unless otherwise desiguated, is considered as suitable or
potentially suitable for the beneficial nses listed in Table 2.

Table 1, Surface water beneficial uses.

Table 2. Groundwaler beneficial uses.

Beneflclal lJse Abbrêvlation BeneficialUse Abbreviat¡on

¡4unicipal and domest¡c

rvpPlv
Industrial service suDDlv

14UN

IND

Agr¡cultural supply

I"àrit'iài ó'ó.ó'i'róóiv

AGR

PRO

3.2 Criteria / Objectives

Applicable watel quality critelia adopted by the State of California (called objectives) can be
found in the Basin Plan (CVRWQCB 2004). The Basin Plan incorporates, by refèrence, the
Depaltrnent of Public Health (DPH) drinking water maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) as

objectives for water bodies designated for nse as domestic ol municipal water supply. In
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BeneflclalUse Abbreviation Beneflcial Use Abbrevlatlon

Nylig!pat and domestic supply

Agricultural supply (irrigation and
stock watering)

Contact water recreation

t¡on-cóntact waià' iå.i"ál¡ón
Warm freshwater habitat

REC-1

REC-2

WARM

14UN

AGR

Cold freshwater habitat

Migration of aquatic organisms

Spawn¡ng, reproduction, and/or early

COLD

MIGR

SPWN

WILD

GWR



addition, the U.S. EPA prornulgated numcric critelia lor priority pollutants in the National
Toxics Rule (NTR) and Califolnia Toxics Rule (CTR) (U.S. EPA 1992,2000,2001). The water
quality standards contained in the Basin Plan, NTR/CTR, and MCLs have undergone agency,
peer', and public teview, and have been adopted by the relevant agencies (e.g., Regional Water
Boald, SWRCB, DPH, and U.S. EPA).

Numerous watel quality "goals" exist in the literature that have not been adopted by the State or
U.S. EPA as water quality "standards." These include U.S. EPA recomtnended arnbient watet'
quality criteria fol the protection of aquatic life and human health. The Regional Watel Boald
sometimes uses U.S. EPA recommended arnbient water quality criteria in dctermining
reasonable potential and developing NPDES peunit effluent lirnitations, particularly if no

adopted water quality standard exists for a specific constituent when addressing the nartative
toxicity objective in the Basin Plan. For example, Califonlia does not cunently have a nutnelic
standar-d fol armnonia. Nevertheless, because ammonia can cause toxicity to aquatic life under
certain conditions, the Regional Water Boald commonly applies the U.S. EPA's recommended
ambient water quality criteria foL ammonia as a rneans of upholding the Basin Plan's narrative
toxicity objective with regards to arnrnonia.

4 WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT

The following sections identify the degree to which Rock Cleek and Dly Creek water qttality
would be lowered by the ploposed inclease in effluent discharge, relative to that ah'eady

perrnitted, and whether water quality would be protective of the creek's beneficial uses.

4.'l AssessmentApproach

This assessment identifies the incremental change in water quality that would occut in Rock
Creek and Dry cleeks due to an increase in the SMDl WWTP discharge late from 2.18 mgd
ADWF, the current pennitted discharge late, fo 2.7 mgd ADWF. The CVRWQCB previously
made antidegradation findings stating that the dischalge of 2.18 mgd (ADWF) from the SMDI
WWTP is consistent with the antidegradation policies. This apploach is consistent with APU
90-004, which sfal;es,"...t|rc nlost recerlt water quality resul.ting.from permitted oction is the

basel.ine water qu.al.ity Ío be considered in any antidegradarion analysis" (SWRCB 1990).

The filst element of a cornplete antidegradation analysis is to "lclompare receivittg water quality
to the wûter qual.ity objectives" (SWRCB 1990). California's guidance on antidegradation (APU
90-004) states: "The ba.sel.ine water quttl.ity should he representcttive oÍ the wúter body,

uccoLtnÍin.g.fòt" temporal. and spatial. variabiLity" (page 4). The Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act (2006) provides a definition of watel quality as:

"'Quctl.ity of the water' refers tr¡ chemical, physical., biological' bacteriological,
radiol.ogical, cmd other properties and characleristics oÍ water which affect its use."

Thus, to assess the watel quality in Rock and Dry cteeks, it is necessary to consider the

beneficial uses and the objectives meânt to protect those uses. Generally water quality standards
are concentration-based in order to prevent exceedances of concentt ation-based exposure

thresholds. It is also necessary to describc relevant exposure scenalios foÍ the beneficial uses to
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be ptotected. This lequires defining critelia-dependent critical flows and the cliteria-dependent
tepreseûtative avelages for assessing water quality.

Although bioaccumulation is consideled in the development of hurnan health and aquatic life
criteria, the nature of downstleam water bodies may facilitate extended residence time or
deposition of contaminants. Therefore, for bioaccumulative constituents, mass loadir.rgs were
also consideled in assessing potential loweling of water quality from increased SMD1 WWTP
discharge.

4.2 Mass Balance Assessment of Water Quality

Priotity pollutant data ale available for Rock and Dry creeks Llpstream of the SMD1 WWTP
outfall (Rl and R3 monitoring stations) and for the undiluted effluent, but not fol Rock and Dry
creeks downstrearn of the outfall at the downstream (R2 and R4) stations. Some patameters
(e.g., dissolved oxygell, temperature, turbidity, pH) ale measured at the R2 and R4 stations as
part of monthly self-rnonitoring conducted for the NPDES permit. Thelefore, the creek quality
under the current and future perrnitted discharge capacities (i.e., creek qr-rality at the downstream
R2 and R4 stations) is lepresented by a steady-state, mass-balance of data collected orr the
effluent and creek at the upstream (Rl and R3) monitoring locatioûs, unless measured data at the
R2 and R4 monitoring location are available. The r.nass-balanced, downstlearn watet quality in
Rock Creek at R2 was determined frorn the following equation:

Cnz=
C H.8ßt + C Q,,.11r**

Qn, ! Q,,L¡,**

where:

C = c otts til uent c onc e ntr1ti)n

Q = Jlow/discharge rate

The downstream wâtel quality in Dry Creek at R4 is influenced by upstream conditions in Rock
and Dry creeks as well as effluent quality. Thus, the mass-balanced, downstream water quality
in Dry Creek at R4 is deterr¡ined as follows:

Coo =
Cn,.Qnr+cn.QÆ+c, a

Qn,+Qnr4Qott,,.,

where:

C = c ons t it Lr. ent c onc e n I rút i o t't

Q = .flow/dischorge rate
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To assess the significance of any lowering of the water quality, the change in the assimilative

capacity, on a constituent-specific basis, for Rock and Dry cteeks was calculated. The
assimilative capacity is the concentration increment between the ambient water quality and the

water quality standald (WQS) and is calculated for Rock Cleek as the change in constituent

concentration at R2 (as a result of the plant expaûsion) divided by the difference between the

WQS and R2 (under existing conditions; 2.18 mgd).

Assintitativecapacitynn,o,,..^=*nt-"^'¡ò),9.lJr;j,:,;,,9r*r*'(at2.t8nrsd)

The utilization of assirnilative capacity is the change in dowustream leceiving watcr
concentlation, measuled at R2, divided by the assimilative capacity.

(nz ,,.,.., - R2 , ,r,,,., )a/oAs'sitniltltivc'CoPa.'il)uS(dk,,LC,..^=Ioo.__#-
A:.t imi lulive atpucily 

^,,,, 
,,, 

"o

To calculate the ambient water quality in Dry Creek downstream of the confluencc with Rock
Creek, the influence of Rock Cleek, Dry Creek, aud the effluent must be considered. Thus the

assimilative capacity in Dry Creek is calculated as follows:

b.., . o ". * c,, otjStot, qgrl 
(at 2. r 8 nstt)A'ssimilulivetupttt'ily,,,,,,,,^=w0s_ffi,,IQ,,n,,\

The utilization of assimilative capacity is the change in downstreat¡ receiving water
concentration, measured at R2, divided by the assimilative capacity.

(nz..,,- 1t22,8,,,../ )o/aA'ssimi]utivt'Cttpucilyuscdo,,,,,.^=l00,;_;1jL
AssimiIativt' cupuci11, u,, r,,.^

4.2.1 Critical Flows for the Cr¡ter¡a-dependent Protection of Beneficial Uses

NPDES perrnit lirnitations assurre a worst-case condition of no dilution (zero Rock Creek flow)
degradation. However this would lead to the conclusion that when thele is no Rock Creek flow,
there would be no need fol an antidegradation analysis as there would be no existing water
quality to protect. Since the creek has some measulable flow during the period of discharge
(Appendix A), an antidegradation analysis is thus necessary.

The Policy fol Implementation of Toxics Standalds fol Inland Surface Watels, Enclosed Bays,
and Estuaries of California (State Implsmentation Plan or SIP) addresses effluent and receiving
water critical flow considerations in fte context of the critelia, and thus beneficial uses to be

protected (SWRCB 2005).

. Effluent flow (Qsm,,"n,) is assessed at 2.18 mgd ADWF, the cunent permitted capacity,
and 2.7 rngd ADWF, the ploposed future pertnitted capacity.
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Critical flow fol acute aquatic life criteria, and acute hurnan health effects, is 1Q10.

Clitical flow fol chronic aquatic lile criteria is 7Q10.

Critical flow for long{elm human health cliteria and other long-term criteria (e.g.

agriculture) is the harmonic mean (i.e., average of llow rate).

4.2.2 Criteria-dependentRepresentat¡veWater0ualityMeasurements

Acute aquatic life criterìa ale typically based on 1-hour exposure which is far shorter than the
typical rnonitoling fi-equency for many constituents. Chlonic aquatic criteria are typically based
on sholt-ternì, chronic 4-day exposures. To be protective to aquatic life beneficial use, the
maximum, measured effluer.rt and receiving water concentrations are used as a conservative
measure of representative water quality.

Long-telm human health effects and othel long-tenn criteria (e.g., agricultule) are much less
sensitive to short-term exceedances of the criteria. Thus, for long{errn human health and other
effects, the represeûtâtive watel quality is the mean of the rneasuled effluent and receiving water
concenûatioris which reflects the overall, long-ter..ln water quality and potential fo| degradation
of beneficial uses.

Matiy coustituents have "non-detect" values in the data set. For pulposes of calculating average
concenÍations, one-half the repo|ting Iimit is used for non-detects. Fo[ long-term criteÌia only,
if 80 pelcent or more of constituent's data set is non-detect, then the coûstituent is not carried
forward for fulther analysis because, at this detection level frequency, the constituent \.vould not
cause consistent lowering of water quality. Surnmary statistics for effluent quality, Rock Creek,
and Dty Cleek water quality ale provided in Appendix B, Appendix C, and Appendix D.
respectively.

4.2.3 Summary of Critical Flows and Representative Water ouality Measurements

Table 3 surmnalizes the critical flows and replesentative effluent and receiving water quality
measurelnents used to assess potential lowering of water quality from increased SMDl WWTP
discharge.

Table 3, Summary of critical flows and representative water quality to be used for lhe criteria-dependenl analysis.

CÌitèrla/Benef lclal Usê Crltlcal Flow

Represenlatlve
Rock Creek Flow
I rr ,.: .frôm . .. . . :

Exlsting Detâset

Rêpresenlqlive Qry
r Creek Flôui fiôir
I'Existirig o:àià.set

Fépregqntatlvè Eftlú9út à!C
. Beóèiúlng Water Ouallty...

Acute aquat¡c l¡fe
Acute human health

Chronic aquat¡c l¡fe

Long{erm human health
Other long{erm criter¡a

1010

7Q10

Harmonic
mean

0.07 mgd,
m inim um

meaguled.f.low

0.07 mgd,
min¡mum

meagufed ffow

3.4 mgd

0.01 mgd,
m inim um

measured flow

0.01 mgd,
m in¡m um

mea:fled llow

0.14 mgd

l\4axim um measured concentration

Maximum measured concentration

Mean of measured concenlrat¡ons
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4,3 Mass Loading Assessment of Water Quality

Although bioaccumulation is considered in the development of hurnan health and aquatic life
criteria, the nature of downstream water bodies may facilitate extended residence time or
deposition of contaminants. This would lead to an accumulation of bioaccurnulative constitucnts
in downstream water bodies and/or sediments (see Figure 1). Therefore mass loadings also were
considered in order to assess potential loweling of downstream water quality fr-orn

bioaccumulative constituents in the increased SMDl WWTP discharge.

The assessment of available mass loading assimilative capacity is the maxirnum tnass load,
downstreâm in Rock Cleek at R2 with the ploject, that the water body could carly without
exceeding the WQC/WQO minus the upsttearn Ioad and pleviously pertnitted/existing loads.

Avctila.ble Mass Loaclìng o,,,.rr'o,o =wQS (Qur2'*r,,)-(Qn, C *,)-(Qno ,r.u^r, 
.C oo.r,r.rr)

The mass loading use of assimilative capacity is the new load divided by the assirnilative capacity.

(Lou,l ,r,,,r., - L,'od r,r,,'r¡)o/oAssiniIutivc'CaPat'ilyuse,lt¡,'*,""='ooffi

Sirnilarly, the calculation of available mass loading assimilative capacity and mass loading use

fol Dry Cleek downstream at R4 is as follows:

Avn.ilobl.eMassLoading,,.,.r,",.0=WQS (Q,,^.r,,,,,,,)-(Q^.,'Cn)-(Qn.'Co)-(Qu,,r.u,,ru'C,r,,r,r.ru)

lLoad ,r,,,r,, - Loa,l , ,,,,,rr\a/oAssit¡tilativcCu7rciryustdo,,',',,"=,oo.ffi
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Table 4 lists the mean monthly flows fol waterbodies downstream of the SMD1 WWTP
dischalge.

Table 4, Water bodies downstream of the Placer County SMDI Wastewater Treatment Plant and mean flows,

4.4 Baseline Etfluent and Beceiving Water Quality

4.4.1 Ex¡sting Water ouality Monitoring Data

Effluent and creek water quality is characterized fiom monitoring data collccted from Aplil 2002
through Match 2003 in response to CVRWQCB's requcst pursuant to California Vy'ater Code
Section 13267 (RBI 2003), and Discharger Self-Monitoring Report data fi-orn July 2006 through
June 2009 as contained in the ROWD (Placer County 2009). The cunent permit, authorizing
2.18 mgd ADWF discharge capacity, was issued in June 2005.

As reported in the ROWD, several outlier values wele identil'ied in the existing dataset (i.e.,
Table 3-5 of the ROWD). For the antidegladation analysis, the R2 pH values for June 2007 were
excluded because of equipment malfunction that lesulted in R2 pI{ substantially larger (i.e., 1 .0
to 3.5 pH units higher) than Rl and effluent pH. Siurilarly, extrerne outlier R2 temperature
values of 115.1'C and 1 16'C were excluded from the dataset.

Initially, the outliel values for copper, lead, and zinc concentrations on January 4, 2008 were
kept in the dataset. Howevel for coppel and lead, inclusion of the outlier values results in the
existing dischar-ge exceeding applicable water quality objectives and would result in the revised
NPDES perrnit including copper and lead effluent limitations. Fultherrnore, given the low
critical receiving water flows, inclusion of the outliers means the existing downstream condition
is already degladed and the futule discharge of effluent rneeting applicable criteria would
improve the downstream condition (i.e., there would be no assimilative capacity utilization and
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9ôwnqtteqm'Wale¡ Þqdy Mean Monthly Flow.(mEd) 3q3(d) llited çq¡qlitueots PrOÞoBed:àddltions ro 303(d) list

Hoc! Cleek (upstream)

Dfy Creek (upstream.ì

Coon Creek

lvlain Canal

árntnur Sforgl'

Markham Ravine

East Sjde Calal

Sacramento River

4.9'

li 
,.a'

'''''''''''
'''-

',''''
12,ü13

Ngl"

None

None

None

None

None

ñ;;;
lvlercury, Unknown

Toxicity

None

None

Chlorpyrifos, E. Coli,
u_llno\/l roxlgily

None

None

None

None

ór''ro'Jànà, oói, ói"n'¡",
PCBs

Notes:
1 Based on SMDlWWTP Fì1 monitor¡ng (7/1/2006 through 6lgO/2OOg\.2 Based on SMDl WWTP R3 monitoring (z¡¡zooo tnrouõt o lso/2oogi.3 Based on USGS gaug¡ng stat¡on dataõet at Verona (10/1988 through 09/2008).
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no need for discharger-specific water-effect ratios and/or translators to be developed, which
would re-define available assimilative capacity).

Conversely, if the coppel and lead outliers are excluded and the next highest values used, then
the existing downstlearn condition would have available assimilative capacity, and an assessment

of the utilization of the available assimilative capacity by the incteased dischalge capacity can be

rnade. This latter approach is rnore conservative and accllrate, given the histolical dataset, for an

antidegrâdation analysis because it assesses the impact of the proposed upgt ade/expansiott on
maintail.ting downstream wateÍ quality that is better than applicable criteria. This later apptoach

was used fbr copper and lead assessmeûts.

As identified in Footnote B to Table 3-3 in the ROWD, there have been no detects of bis (2-
ethylhexylphthalate) in the effluent since the County irnplemented clean sampling tcchniqucs in
January 2007.

For purposes of this analysis, future effluent quality is assumed to be the same as cutrent effluent
quality with the exceptior.r of: 1) trihalon-rethanes (THM) which, upon implerrentation of U.V.
disinfection which will reduce all effluent THM concentrations to non-detects; 2) eleclrical
conductivity (EC) and total dissolved solids (TDS) which will decrease when chloline
disinfection ceases (because the dissolved chlorine and sulfur dioxide gases inctease the
concentration of ions in the effluent) and biological nlltrient temoval is added to the process; 3)
turbidity and total coliform for which compliance will be achieved by irnploved treatment
efficiency via flow equalization and removal via new primary and secondary clalifiers and new
tertiary filters (ol ncw memblane bioleactor facilities); and 4) arnrnonia and nittate for which
compliance will be achievcd by improved treatment efficiency through flow equalization and

improved rernoval with the new aeration basins (which include anoxic and oxic selectors for
biological nutrient rernoval).

The decrease in EC and TDS is due prirnarily to the convelsion to U.V. disinfection. Since the
existing chlorination/dechloriration plocess uses chlorine gas and sulful dioxide gas, the switch
to U.V. disinfectior.r and elirnination of chlorine and sulfur dioxide gas utilization is expected to
appreciably decrease levels of EC and TDS in the effluent. Experience at another foothill plant
upgrading frorn chloline/sulfur dioxide to U.V. disinfection and biological nutrient temoval has

resulted in a declease l:nEC of -40o/o to date. Similally, for a foothill plant upglading from
sodium hypochlolite/sodiurn bisulfite to U.V. disinfection, the decrease in EC has been -40o/o
from to -750 ¡rmhos/crn to 450 ¡.r mhos/crn (RBI 2007). For the purposes of this analysis, the

anticipated reduction in EC and TDS fol the upgladed and expanded SMD1 WWTP is
conservatively sel al 3oo/a .

Phospliolus effluent levels are also expected to decrease in the upgladed and expanded SMDl
W'WTP. However an accurate quantification of the expected decrease cannot be calculated at

this time.

4.4.2 303(D) Listed and Other Non-High ouality Water Body Constituents

When existing baseline water quality exceeds water quality objectives, the water quality
slandards requile improving the existing water quality to meet objectives. On a constituent-
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specific basis, a balarÌcirìg analysis of the proposed action and the public hteÌest of the State, is
not triggered if the receiving watel is not high quality (i.e, better than the applicable
cliteria/obj ectives).

The SWRCB (2006) has listed one downstream watelbodies (a portion of the Saclamento River)
as impailed, in accordance with Section 303(d) of the Clean \Water Act. Thus, 303(D) listed
watelbodies are not high quality with lespect to listed constituents. As such, therc is r.ro analysis
for antidegradation for listed constituents. However, as par-t of a TMDL process, the SMDI
WWTP would be held to meet existing objectives for listed constituents.

In palticular, the Sacramento River frorn Knights Landing to the Delta is listed for unknown
toxicity, mercury, and diazinon. The 2008 303(D) list has the following proposed changes: 1)

add lower Coon Cr-eek, (fiom Pacific Avenue to Main Canal, Sutter County) for chlorpyrifos,
Escherichia coli (E. coli), and unknown toxicity;2) for the Sacrarnento River fi'orn Knights
Landing to the Delta: rernove diazinon fiom the list and add chloldane, DDT, dieldrin, and
PCBs; and 3) add Natomas Cross Canal for melcury.

The following constituents in the receiving watet exceed water quality standards upstream of the
dischalge and thus do not trigger a balancing of the proposed action with public interest of the
S tale:

Alurninum,

Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalater, and

hon.

For bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, it is probable that the historic¿il detects are due to contamination
during sampling. As noted in the plevious section, after the County implernented clean
sampling techniques in January 2007, there were no detects fol bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalatc in
the efflueut. Thele is no corresponding receiving watel monitoling data for bis (2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate aftet 2007 .

The additional constituents, alurninurn, bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, and iron, are similarly not
addressed further in this analysis. When the receiving watcr cxceeds objectives and the
constituent is detected in the effluent (Step 4 ir the reasonable poteûtial analysis outlined in the
SIP), the SIP independently provides the means to prevent further degradation of the receiving
water thÌough the implementation of effluent rnonitoriûg for that constituent and rnay irnpose
effluent limitations.

I For bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, it is probable that the historical detects are due to contamination duling sampling
As noted in the previous section, after the County implemented cleaÍì sampling techniques in January 2007, theÌe
were no detects for bis (2-etlìylhexyl) phthâlâte in the effluelìt. There is no conesponding leceiving water
monitoring data for bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthâlate âfter Januâr'y 2007. Regaldless ofthe acculacy ofthe receiving
water bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate data, the nou-detects in effluelìt meân thât the existiug or funue effluent
discharges are not expected to Íìegatively affect bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalâte levels in the downstreâln leceiving
water'.
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4.5 lncremental Change in Rock Creek and Dry Creek Water Quality and Etfects on
Beneficial Uses

The followirg sections describe the incremental change in Rock Creek and Dry Cleek water
quality that would occur by increasing the SMDl WWTP's permitted discharge rate from 2.18

mgd ADWF to 2.7 ngd ADWF, and the effect of that increase on water quality.

4.5.1 Mass Balance Constituents

The existing NPDES perrnit cites available infolmation to determine that Rock Creek and Dry
Creek are low-flow or irìtermittent streams in the absence of the SMDl WWTP discharge or the
upstream reservoirs. Therefore, under the NPDES per:rnit's desigr.r flow scenario, in which Rock
Creek and Dry Creek flow is zeio, the creek quality is the same as the effluent quality, and the
inclemental change in constitllent concentrations due to an increase in discharge from 2.18 mgd
ADWF to 2.7 ngd ADWF would be zero; therefore, no degradation would occul from a

corstituent concentration basis due to the increased dischar-ge rate.

When there is cleek flow, however, there would be sotne change to creek watet quality,
downstream of the dischalge, due to an increased discharge late. Table 5 presents the
inclemental chauge in Rock Creek water quality fol detected effluent constituer.rts. Table 5 also

identifies the available assimilative capacity (critelion miuus R2 concentration at 2.18 mgd
dischalge rate), and the percent of temaining assimilative capacity used by the 0.52 mgd ADWF
inclemental increase in discharge proposed. Sirnilarly, Table 6 presents the incremental change

in Dry Creek water quality for detected effluent constituents.

For completeness, Table 5 and Table 6 show the potential effects for copper and lead with and

without inclusion of the outlier values. As can be seen in the tables, inclusion of the outlier
values results in no available assirnilative capacity. Similarly, Table 5 and Table 6 show the
potential effects ofEC and TDS at existing levels and the effects at anticipated levels (i.e., at
least 30a/o lowel due, primalily, to the couversion to U.V. disinfection).

Table 5 and Table 6 show a declease in downstream concentrations for alutninutn, bariutn,
chromium, cyanide, iron, manganese, rnerculy, nickel, the dioxin congener OCDD, and

tributyltin because current and anticipated SMDI WWTP effluent levels are less than upstream
receiving watet conccntl ations.

Constituents with long-term effects (e.g., human health constituents based on cancer risk
associated with long-term exposures) that have a detection frequency less than 20o/a in effluent
sarnples (see Section 4.2.2 for basis of this thleshold) ale not considered to cause a consistent or
notable effect. The incrernental change in water quality due to dischargirg these infrequently
detected constituents with long-term effects is shown in Appendix E.
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Table 5. lncremental mass balance change in Rock Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and compar¡son to applicable water

:C.ón gtiNet¡tr'ìriìrì,ri: :ii

stenderds.

Aluminum

Ammonia

Ant¡mony

Arsenic

Atrazine

Barìum

Cadmium

Chloride

Chloroform

uq/L

Chromium ( Ill)

mq/l

Chromium (lV)

Concen'tration in Fock Creek
downsûeam ot U¡WTP outfâll (R2)

uqlL

Copper

ualL

ì]1,9-iiç-l¡.]!!riÌ¡!f
::l{z-!gliù.i¡Ðìì:r
ìLD-!Þc.liþr¡e:ri
a :.:,'.8àÈrìr:ì.:rr:l

921"

Copper (w/o outlie0

uolL 'l9o/"

69%

Cyan¡de

60"k

ps/L

DBCM

100"/.

uq/L

DCBM

164 163.34 -0.310

mq/L

14.6 1.9508 -12.7

D¡-n-butyl phthalate

100%

0.179 0.196 0.0169

ualL

Electrical conductivitv (EC) Umhos/cm

uq/L

EC ant¡cipated with
upqraded/exoanded Dlan

2.48 2.762 0.282

60%

1.98 1.9848 0.003s0

pq/L

100%

iir¡ì:ll j:irtiillt:,.¡ì¿

rt¡!¡{...-f'e.i.'-tâ,'}
arìi:lnìc|ßäéé|ì

Fluoride

uq/L

96v"

9.17 8.7953 -0.371

p

60%

0.0351 0.0353 0.000169

slL

liìilrl-.gy..!s.Ir+¡.Fiçá..,b,1Ðfi
::l:Wát*,:oûalihi:Cätèäã,':

u q/L
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150/o

23.8 26.418 2.59

uq/L

95%

9,37 ND NA 
3

uq/L

95%

0.413 0.3881 -0.0247

uslL

33"/"

0.968 0.9661 -0.00140

200

29%

pmhos/cm

21 .3 21 .4 0.1 09

2.7 EPA

75%

9.89 9.93 0.0398

20"/.

6 DHS MCL

0.103 0.0856 -0.0175

uo/L

100%

10 DHS MCL

0.214 ND NA 
3

EPA

NA

100%

1.38 ND

l OOO .UPFPA
AOVtSOry

0.506 0.512 0.00556

5Ao/"

3.22 CTR

316 344 28.5

NAI NA

il-uqÌ,Þ
F.'F$*4

NA

106 Basin

316 258 -57 .8

NA NA2

5.7 NTR

0.145 0.145 0.000381

5.82 0.3"/"

;o
EE

50 DHS MCL

7 .52 3.70/o

11 CTR

NA

12.51 CTB

NA

12.51 CTB

991

5.2 CTB

3.18 0.O%

N

o.4 cTR

N

NA

82.2

0.56 cTR

N

0.0%

NA NAz

27OO CTR

N

49.6 0.O%

700

N

10.0 0.0%

3.2%

NA

700

N

2.62 1.5%

2OOO DHS MCL

N

5.10 -O.3"/"

Bas¡n

N

0.186 NA

Bas¡n

N

NA

NA

N

2.700 0.0%

N

384 74%

N

NA

384 -15%

N

2,000

N

N

N
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Table 5. lncremental mass balance change in Rock Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF d¡scharge of constituents and compar¡son to applicable water

ì::':l--e.o.lt*F :'

standards

lron

Lead

Lead (w/o outlier)

Manoanese

Mercury

Methylene blue act¡ve
substances

l\¡olinate

Nickel

;EfiqètltJ
:P.ètCè¡trÌÌ

.r.U-eçÉt.::rr

Nitrate

uq/L 100Y"

OCDD

p q/L

Concentrat¡on in Rock C¡€ek
.lownst€am of WWTP outfãll (R2)

Phosphorus

lqlL
uq/L

Selenium

uq/L

95%

SilveÌ

mg/L

95%

Sulfate

1O00/"

TDS

uo/l

218 204 -13.7

TDS anticipated with
rJooracled/exoended olanl

79%

uo/l

24.4 24.6 0.'145

92%

m

1 .21 1 .22 0.00537

ïr¡butvlt¡n

q/L

27 .1 26 .7 -0.498

200/"

Z¡nc

0.0034 0.0033 -0.000160

Notes:
CTR-AQ = Caìifornia Tox¡cs Rule criterìon for the acute/chron¡c protection of aquatic l¡fe. Based on a m¡nimum effluent hardness of 141 mg/L as CaCO3
CTR-HH = Cal¡fornia Tox¡cs Rule criter¡on for the protection of human health (consumption of water and organisms).
DHS MCL = Department of Health Serv¡ces max¡mum contaminant level-

750/"

ps/L

dòiåíääúr:
:.i¡iii*ålâiìll

'100%

0.058 0.0636 0.00558

uq/L

30"/"

lLo-,V!¡l¡ç"¡.¡-6ta..,,t
r:l¡l/átárêùàliù:êiiiÍéiÌâ

uq/L

2.23 2.25 0.0124

1000/o

mq/l

2.71 2.71 -0.00128
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mq/L

ùàiúÈi:ì-:l

47 .5 9.77 -37.7

50"k

1.1 .9 1.1.5 -0.487

mg/L

100%

1.77 2.O1 0.2954

3OO DHS MCL

uq/L

'loo"/"

4.48 CTR

uq/L

1.17 1.'17 0.00630

ÉãiÌi;

0.0198 0.0198 3.50E-05

4.48 CTR

100"/"

i]i.ës

50 DHS MCL

18.7 20.5 1.83

9/"

0.05 cTR

184 200 16.2

1000k

0.5 DHS MCL

184 150 -33.5

0.0025 0.0025 -1.5E-05

13

NA1 NA

69.8

46.7 46.9 0.246

NA

l0

3.27 0.2v"

NA

CDFG

22.9 -2.2/"

USEPA.lu Nutrient

0.0466 -O.3%

CTR

DHS MCL

NA

0.442 1.30/"

3.36 CTR

N

10.8 0.10/o

250 DHS 2'MCL

N

67.'t 0.0"/.

450 Basin Plan

CTR

N

NA NAI

450 Basin PIan

N

NA

0.072 USEPA-AQ

N

8.23 2-9"/oa

160.3 CTR

N

3.83 0.2"/"

3.34 0.O%

N

NA

N

231 0.8/"

N

266 6.1"/"

N
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0.0695 0.0"/.

N

N
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N

N

N

N
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Table 5. lncremental mass balance change in Rock Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and comparison to applicable wate¡
quality standards.

l]:ì:;.)l.lÌr1,.::!l,,i¡ .'rr.,.?l1::¡;:l :i :.1

:i.j:*l¡iil
rtrlitltÌ::l:9,'9,ÍP€$5

DHS 2"' N4CL= Department of Health Services secondary maximum contam¡nant level.
Total Rec. = total recoverable.
NA = not appl¡cable and/or no ass¡milatìve capac¡ty ¡s ava¡lable.
ND = non-detect
All effluent values expected to be non-detectable w¡th UV d¡s¡nfection.
I Currently there is no ass¡mìlatìve capac¡ty because the upstream receìvìng water exceeds the applicable water quality crileria.
2 Currently there is no ass¡mìlatìve capac¡ty. However effluent from the upgraded/expanded plant and downstream receiving waters w¡ll meet applicable water qualìty

cr¡teria.
3 The anlicipated decrease cannot be calculated since effluent levels are expected to be non-detect for the upgraded/expanded plant.
a Phosphorus levels are anticipated to decrease in effluent form the upgraded/expanded plant. However, an accurate quant¡fication ofthe ant¡c¡pated decrease cannot

be calculated at this timê.

Concerûl?tion ¡n Rock Crcd(
downsùsam of IIWTP outrall (R2)

ri:t:Vãlùéilì.1:
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Table 6 lncremental mass balance change in Dry Creek water qual¡ty due to fulure 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge ot constituents and comparison to applicable water

: r:ìi ii r'r r.i. rrl i.:,.ì .ì:: r;:l
:.:.r::icô_ä3ütt¡ent

standards.

Alum¡num

Ammonia

AntÌmonV

Arsenic

Atrazine

Barium

:: :dfi:
l.r::r::::
:i:.,1C.1.'

,ìt:',]?.t,

Cadm¡um

Chìor¡de

Chloroform

ps/L

Chromium (lìl)
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of WWTP and Rock Creek (R4)

Chromium (lV)

Uq/L

Copper

u s/L

92"k

Copper (w/o outlier)

uolL 19Y"
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Cyanide

60%

FS/L
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100%

uo/L

DCBM

163 163 -0.49

:lii@.jf..ql¡.-rÞ.::ì

ìiì(â?.i'Í.i(ril)li
riPigglL?r-99-¡.
:r:::.:tRatÈi:::,i

mq/L

14.6 1 .95 -12.6

Di-n-butVl phthalate

'to00/o

0176 0.196 0.0199

UAlL

Electricalconductivitv(EC) umhos/cm

2.43 2.76 0.334

uq/L

EC ant¡cipated with
uooraded/exoanded olan

60%

uq/L

1.98 1.98 0.0062

100y"

FluorÌde

ualL

96%

9.32 8.87 -0.448

uslL

60y"

0.035

Lowest Appl¡oable
Water Oual¡Û Crileria'

uq/L

SMDl Wastewater Treatment Plant

Plâcer County

15%

23.5 26.5 3.057

U q/L

95"/.

trtYrflf,,

9.14 ND

I

95y"

s/L

0.426 0.396 -0.03

u

0.0353 0.0003

33"/.

q/L

0.967 0.965 -0.002

2OO EPA

too/^

pmhos/cm

21 .2 21 .425 0.1 I

2.7 EPA

75%

9.85 9.92 0.0709

20%

6 DHS MCL

0.127 0.0938 -0.034

uo/[

100%

10 DHS MCL

0.211 ND NA 
3

NA

100%

ìÄûàilàblè

1 ,343 ND NA 5

l OOO .UPFPAad\/tqôr\/

NA

0.s06 0.s12 0.0066

3

3.22

ó tó ó.+ I óó.3
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NA

5.7 NTR

0.1424 Oi43 0.0006

5.42 0.3/"
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CTR

7.57 4.4y"

11 CTR

NA

12.51 CTR

NA 2

12.51 CTR

991 0.O/"
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5.2 CTR

N
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N
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0.56 CTR

-52

N

NA NA2

2700 cTR
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N
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N
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N

2.66 2.70/"
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N
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N
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N
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N
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N
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N
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N

N
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Table 6. lncremental mass balance change ¡n Dry Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF d¡scharge of consl¡luents and comparison to applicable water

: i::ì, -.,.,i:..;ir,..:]l r:: .i:..:::.:rar.iir:t::
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standerds.

lron

Lead

Lead (w/o outlier)

Manqanese

Mercury

Methylene bìue active
substances

Molinate

N¡ckel

:Éflìi----é¡{l
tP.ôiiÈh,rìl
I'ltèi¿¡ii;Íi'li:

Nitrate

uq/L

OCDD

p s/L

Concentration in Dry Creek downsfream
of Vl/tVTP and Rock Creêk (R4)

Phosphorus

u qlL

uq/L 100%

100%

Selenium

uq/L

95%

S¡lver

mg/L

95"/.

Sulfate

TDS

uq/L

224 207 -16.6

794

TDS anticioated w¡th
,"*J"o-,;å-"ã.iää "l*t 

ms/L

palL

24.3 24.6 0.252

92%

m

1.21 1 .22 0.0094

Tributyllin

qlL

27 .7 27 .0 -0.632

20%

Zinc

0.0034 0.00323 -2E-O4

Notes:
CTR-AQ= California Toxics Rule criterion for the acute/chron¡c protect¡on of aqualic l¡fe. Based on a min¡mum effluent hardness of 141 mg/L as CaCO3.
CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criterion for the protection of human health (consumption of waler and organisms).
DHS l\¡CL = Department of Health Serv¡ces maximum contaminant level.

75%

trg/L

1000/o

0.057 0.0636

uq/L

30%

Lorvest Aþgicable ,

Wâtêr â¡-âli'ù crftà;ã :

uq/t
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100y"

m
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slL
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50%
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57"

100%

1 .73 2.01 0.2784
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0.0066

4.45
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100%
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100%

182 201 19.1

CTR

0.5 DHS MCL
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46.5 46.9 0.426
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CDFG

22.3 -2.8y"

USEPA.lu 
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N
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N

NA

21
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N

N

N

N

264 7 .1v"

N

268 -11y"

0.0695 0.0"/"

0.9T"

N

N

114 0.4ô/"

N

N

N

N

Robertson-Bryan, lnc
Antidegradation Analysis

N

N



Table 6. lncremental mass balance change in Dry Creek watêr quality due to tuture 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and comparison to applicable water

...ì
Ìroo¡istÍti¡áit

standards

DHS 2"" MCL= Department of Health Services secondary maximum contaminant level.
Iotal Rec. = lotal recoverable.
NA = not applicable and/or no assimilative capacity is available.
ND = non-detect

All effluenl values expected to be non-detectable \,vìth UV d¡sinfection.
1 Currently lhere is no assim¡lat¡ve capacity because the upstream receiving water exceeds the appl¡cable water quality cr¡ter¡a.
2 Currently there is no assim¡lat¡ve capacìty, however effluent from the upgraded/expanded plant and downstream receiving waters w¡ll meet appl¡cable water quality

crìteria.
3 The ant¡cipated decrease cannol be calculaled s¡nce effluent levels are expected lo be non-detect for the upgraded/expanded plant.
a Phosphorus levels are anticipated to decrease in effluent form the upgraded/expanded plant. Ho\,vever, an accurate quantification of the anticipated decrease cannol

be calculâted at this time.
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Fol each constituent in Table 5 and Table 6, a determination has been made about the
significance of the change in watel quality. If fulther analysis is needed (i.e., if 10o/o or greâter
use of available assirnilative capacity is expected to occur), it is so noted. In general, the results
fot both Rock Creek and Dry Cleek are very similar. As shown in Table 5 and Table 6,
expanding the discharge capacity would not lesult in lowered water quality at or above the 10olo

assimilative capacity threshold defined in EPA guidance.

Note that the assessment of assimilative capacity utilization for phosphorus is conservative
because it is based on existing plant performance projected to a2.7 mgd ADWF capacity while
the upgraded and expanded plant will have greater capacity for biological nutrient removal.
Thus, future effluent phosphorus levels are expected to be lowel than existing levels.

4.5.2 Mass Loading Constituents

B ioaccurnulative constituents detected in SMDl WWTP effluent are listed in Table 7. Fol both
melcury and selenium, the area with the greatest likelihood of contributing to existing concerts
is in the Delta. Although the organic forms of melcury and seleniurn have the greatest potential
to bioaccumulate, inolganic monitoring data is more readily available and cal be indicative of
potential impacts. Most "pelsistent, chlorinated pesticides" have significant potential to
bioaccumulate and have a "non-detect" objective in the Basin Plan.

Table 7, Bioaccumulative and other const¡tuents that have been detected in Placer County SMDI WWTP
effluent that will be analyzed for the polential to affect downstream water body concentration or accumulate
¡n sediments.

Mercuryl j Selenium i roS (Total Dissolved Solids)

' On 2006 303(d) list of impa¡red water bod¡es for these const¡tuents.

'fable I presents the incrementâl change in rnass loading and the incremerfal use in available
assimilative capacity for Rock Creek while Table 9 shows the incremental increase in mass
loading and incremental use in available assimilative capacity fol Dry Creek downstream of the
SMDl WWTP. For completeness Table 8 and Table 9 show the potential effects of TDS at
existing levels and the effects at anticipated levels (i.e., at leasI30a/o lower due, primalily, to the
conversion to U.V. disinfection).

For each constituent in Table 8 and Table 9, a determination has been made about the
significance of the change in water quality. If further analysis is needed (i.e.,iÎ I07o or greater
use of available assimilative capacity is expected to occur'), it is so noted. In genelal, the results
fot'both Rock Creek and Dry Creek are vely sirnilar'. As shown in Table 8 and Table 9,
expanding the discharge capacity would not. lesult in loweled water quality at or above the 10olo

assirnilative capacity thleshold defined in EPA guidance.
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Table L lncremental change in Rock Creek waler quality, on a mass loading basis, due to future discharges of bioaccumulative constituents.

t:i..-::C-o-¡,¡$l!ê.¡!

Mercurv

Selen¡um

TDS

TDS anticipated with the
upgraded/expanded planl

Notes:
CTR-AQ= California Toxics Rule criterion for the acute/chronic protection of aquatic life. Based on a minimum effluent hardness of '141 mg/L as CaCO3.
CTR-HH = Cal¡fornia Tox¡cs Rule criter¡on for the protection of human health (consumption of water and organisms).
I The conversion to U.V. disinfect¡on is expected to decrease TDS levels at least 307o.

il:.ì
.]r..ì

r'i,r, ¡¡!ì::

:.

uo/L

Table 9. lncremental change ¡n Dry Creek water quality, on a mass loading basis, due to future discharges of bioaccumulative constituents.

uq/L

malL

:!¡àè€i!g?. di¡g;t9-:Rr¡.b.l(::c.tççl(t :.l i,;.'liirìt,r:irllh{t}.diiùI;¡tìttiì¡,:rtt .t\i:Ì

mg/L

79"/.

,,.,,,9a¡*g,g*

50%

1000/o

Mercury

2.81 x1o-5 3.48 x1o-s o.67x1o-s

100%

Selenium

0.0218 0.0270 0.0052

TDS

TDS antìc¡pated wlth the
r rnatrâalêal/exoanaleal nlânl

6.800 8.430 1.620

6,800 5,900

Notes:
CTR-AQ= California Toxics Rule criterìon for the acute/chronìc proteclion of aquatic l¡fe. Based on a m¡nimum effluent hardness of 141 mg/L as CaCO3

CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criter¡on for the protect¡on of human health (consumption of waler and organisms).
1 The conversìon to U.V. disinfection ¡s expected to decrease TDS levels at least 3O%.
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pq/L

mq/L

0.00254 cTR-HH
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-905

79%

,;:i¡*,¡!l$

0.116 CTR-AQ

50"k

22,9OO Basin Plan

100%

2.19 x10-5 3.48 x10'5 1 .29 x10-5

22,900 Basin Plan

100%

l.rìrìt9-i.Ft¡'.tt¡i,_e-i,]|

ì:,'r:ì{â.7,i.49d):::i.':-1i
r:r:rr:Disiùat¡¡éì;ìf l
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s,310 8,430 3,12Q
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o .oo2'17 0 .31"/"

0.0719 7 .24

:nùrrìdinó
rrì¡lgtit

21 .400 13"/"

L:orvest Applicable :

Wâtêr ôùâlitv Critêriâ r

2'1.400 -7.3/"

5,900 -90s

N

0.00260 CTR-HH

N

0.1 16 CTR-AQ
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N1
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4.5.3 Etfects of Heceiv¡ng Water Quality Changes on Beneficial Uses

Ammonia

The existing facilities have been continually modified and expanded to improve ammonia
removal. However, the monitoring data demonstrates that although effluent arnmonia levels
have decreased the current facilities can not consistently remove ammonia to a level fully
protective of aquatic life beneficial uses. Difficultly in maintain nitrification with the existing
rotating biological contactor (RBC) has been harnpered by the capabilities of the RBC,
particularly during coolel weather. As part of the expansion process, the County evaluated
existing nitrification perforrnance and identified the necessaly opelation plans to consistently
achieve full nitrification year-round with the new aeration basins. As a result, the SMDI WWTP
effluent is expected to maintain effluent ammonia levels of less than 1 rng/L with maximum
effluent ammonia levels of 2 rng/L.

Fixed ammonia water quality cliteria at the discharge location, and consistent with the U.S.
EPA's 1999 Ammonia Update, have been developed fol SMDl WWTP based on reasonable
worst-case conditions froln effluent monitoring data collected frorn July 2006 through June
2009. The criterion rnaxirnum concentration (CMC) fol amrnouia valies only with pH and was
calculated with the maxirnum allowable pH (8.5) under the Basin Plan objective for pH in Rock
and Dry cleeks, and the CMC is 2.1 rng N/L as a l-hour average. The r¡aximurn historical
effluent pH fol SMD1 WWTP is 7.7 which would result in a CMC of 9.6 mglL. If the SMD1
WWTP elects to meet an efflr.rent pH rnaximurn (e.g., 8.2) mole stringent than the Basin Plan,
then the effluent amrnonia lirnitations would be based on a reasonable worst-case condition
rather than the unreasonable assumption of a maximum effluent pH of 8.5 given that the
historical maximum effluent pH value is 7.7.

The criterion continuous concentration (CCC) for ammonia varies with pH and ternperature. The
30-day average CCC is calculated using the temperature and pH of the effluent. Filst, the CCC
was calculated fbr each day when ternperatule and pH wele measured. Then, the 30-day CCC is
calculated. U.S. EPA guidance fol aquatic life protection requires that the applicable criteria are
not to be exceeded at a frequency gteater than once in three years. This requiles that the 99.9o/o

value in the rnonitoring dataset be at or below the applicable criteria. The lowest 99.9olo 30-day
avelage CCC was 2;70 rng/L as N during this period.

Using a reasonable worst-case maximum effluent pH of 8.2, the applicable effluent amnonia
criteria to protect aquatic life beneficial uses would be an average monthly effluent limitation
(AMEL) of 1.4 mg/L as N and a maximurn daily effluent lirnitation (MDEL) of 3.8 mg/L as N.
Thus, as stated above, the expected ammonia rernoval perforrnance of the upgladed and
expanded SMDl WWTP will be a substantial improvement over current conditions and is more
than adequate to ensure that applicable water quality objectives are met and aquatic life
beneficial uses protected.

Dissolved 0xygen

The components of wastewater with the potential to affect dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations
include biochemical oxygen dernand (BOD) and ammonia. The NPDES permit contains
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monthly average (10 mg/L), weekly avelage (15 rng/L), and daily average (25 mg/L) effluent
limits for BOD, and lirnits for ammonia, based on the U.S. EPA's recommended water quality
criteria for aquatic life. The NPDES pelmit also has a DO lirnitation fol Rock and Dry cleeks

that states the discharge shall not cause the DO to fall below 7.0 mglL, which is derived frorr the

Basin Plan objective for DO.

The SMDl WWTP produces tertiary-treated effluent when influent flows ate less than 3.5 mgd
and plovides a combination of secondary and tertiary [eatment when influent flows are greatcr
tlran 3.5 rngd. While effluent ammonia levels have been elevated (average o12.4 mg/L) and
variable (maxirnurn of 15.1 rng/L), the elfluent has been charactelized by low concentrations of
BOD (typically less than 4.7 rng/L, average o12.8 mglL). Re-aeratiou of downstÌearn wateÌs due

to physical plocesses and photosynthesis tends to offset the oxygen detnand of effluer.rt as it
flows downstream. As discharge Lates increase in the future, the proportion of creek water
constituted by effluent also would increase, theleby increasing the relative portion of BOD and

amrnonia load. Thus, the incremental increase in dischalge, without improvement in effluent
quality, could result in the lowering of water quality with respect to DO. As stated above,

effluent arnmonia levels are expected to decr-ease substantially to an average of <1 rng/L and a

rnaximum o12 nglL.

The ROWD (PIacer County 2009) indicates that histolical dischargc season DO rnor.ritoring in
Rock Cleek and Dry Cleek downstream of the outfall between July 2006 and June 2009
indicates a99ak (1085 of 1096) compliance rate at both locations with the daily minimum DO
limitation of 7.0 rng/L. Table 10 identifies the coucurrent R1/R2 and R3/R4 DO levels when
either R2 or R4 DO levels are below 7 .0 nglL. For nine of the eleven occutrences when
downstream DO levels in Dly Creek (R4) were below 7.0 mglL, the upstteam (R3) DO level was

the same or lower'. This indicates that when the effluent may cause a tempolary DO sag in Rock
or Dry Creek, the creek is le-aerated above 7.0 mg/L within 350 feet of the discharge location
(the R4 monitoring location is 150 feet below the coufluence of Rock and Dly creeks which is

200 feet downstleam of the dischatge location on Rock Creek). Thus, any incremental DO load
that would potentially cause a "sag" in downstream DO concentrations would occur within Rock
Creek or Dry Creek (within 350 feet of the dischalgc), and thus would not affect DO levels
further downstream in Dty Creek, in Coon Creek, or other downstreatn watelbodies, including
the Sacramento River, due to full assirnilation of the DO demand within Rock and Dry creeks

and to continued downstleam re-aeration, photosynthesis, etc.
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Table 10. D¡ssolved oxygen (00) concentral¡ons in Rock Creek (R2) and Dry Creek (H4) lhat were below 7.0 mg/L
at the downstream mon¡toring station and concuirent upslream D0 concenlrations (R1 and 83, respectively).
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Nitrate

The SMDI WWTP does not currently include denitrification facilities. Histolical effluent nitrate
levels are seasonally near 30 rng/L and have been as high as 49 mg/L. The California Primacy
maximum contamiûant level (MCL) for nitrate is 10 mg/L as N. Planned improvements to
increase armnonia rernoval will also result in increased conversion of ammonia to nitlate. Thus,
the planned addition of denitrification capacity to the upgraded and expanded SMDI WWTP
will result in maximum effluent nitrate levels of 10 mg/L, which is a substantial improvement
ovel existing conditions.

pH

The SMDl WWTP NPDES permit has an effluent lirnitation that requiles dischalges to have a

pH between 6.5 and 8.5. Of the 1096 effluent pH measurements measuled from July 2006
through June 2009, only one pH value was less than 6.5 and no pH values \.vere greater than 8.5.
Based on the current science regarding pH requirements of freshwatet aquatic life (the beneficial
use of Rock and Dry cleeks most sensitive to pH) the Regional Watel Board has processed a

Basin Plan amendment that lemoves the 0.5-unit change requirement of the cur-r'ent pH objective,
leaving the component that requires controllable factols affecting water quality to rnaintain
leceiving water pH between 6.5 and 8.5 units (CVRWQCB 2002). Recently, the Regional Water
Board received notification frorn USEPA that it has approved the pH Basin Plan amcndment.
Because the perrnit requires effluent discharged to Rock and Dry creeks to havc a pH between
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6.5 and 8.5, future dischalges, regaldless of volutne, would not cause Rock and Dly cteeks pH
values to fall outside this lange. Thus, the 0.52 rngd ADWF increase in discharge wottld not
result in a lowering of water quality with respect to pH. As such, beneficial uses of Rock and
Dry creeks and downstrearn watels will not be adversely affected by the incremental change in
pH due to expanded capacity of the SMDI WWTP.

Temperature

The temperature of Rock and Dly creeks downstream of the SMD1 WWTP outfall is dependent
on upstrearn creek and effluent discharge flow lates and temperatures. The Basin Plan's
temperature objective slales, "At no time or place slmll the temperature of COLD or WARM
intraslate waters be increased more thtm 5'F above natural receiving water lempertûure."
While the SMDl \ryWTP has a high degree of cornpliance with this objective, the objective is

not well suppolted by the current science on the protection of aquatic life, nor is it consistent
with U.S. EPA's lecommendations for regulating thermal effects of discharges. It is the
lesulting downstream tempelature regime within Rock and Dly cleeks that is of interest in terms
of assessing thermal effects of the discharge on downstream beneficial uses, the most sensitive of
which is the aquatic life use.

Table tl summarizes Rock and Dry cleek water temperatures upstleam and downstteam of the
discharge, undel histolic operations. Average temperatules in Rock Creek downstream of the
outfall (R2) are higher than those upstÍeam (Rl), typically by 2"F, and always by less than 4'F.
Likewise, R1/R2 and R3/R4 minirnum and maximum ten-ìperatures are generally sirnilar'.
Upstleam temperâtures on Dly Cleek (R3) vary substantially from ùpstream temperatures on
Rock Creek (R1) and range froln over'2"F coldel to over 7"F warlner.

The effect of the SMD1 discharge downstream on Dry Creek (R4) was detern-rined by filst
predicting the downstream temperatures from upstream flows and temperatures (R1 and R3) with
and without the effluent discharge. The monthly average flow values for the peliod July 2006-
June 2009 used are surmnalized in Table 12, Predicted mean monthly dowustleam temperatutes
with effluent discharge (R4) diffeted from nonitoring data by -0.4'F, on average (difference
ranged from -1.0'F to 0.1'F). The net effect of the discharge is to increase mean monthly
downstream Dry Creek tempelatures by 1.5'F (effect ranged from 1.2-2.8'F). Curtent
temperature conditions within the creek, based on available temper'âture data, indicate thelrnal
effects at levels that would r.rot be expected to adversely affect dowrstrearn beneficial uses,

including aquatic life uses.
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Tablell. Rock Creek and Dry Creek temperatures 1 upstream (R1/R3) and downstreâm (RZR4) of the SMD1 Wastewater Treatment plant outfall.
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Table 12. Mean monthly llows (mgd) for upslream Rock Creek (Rl), etfluent, and upslream Dry Creek (R3) for the period

June 2006 through July 2009.

With an incrernental increase in discharge, temperatures downstream of the outfall could further
inclease, r'elative to historic conditions. Whether resultant future downstream Rock or Dry
Creek temperatules under a2.7 ngd dischalge scenat'io would adversely affect aquatic life
beneficial uses cannot be definitively deterrnined from available infonnatiolt. More detailed
information on the aquatic communities withir Rock and Dly creeks would be ueeded to
definitively addless effects on aquatic life beneficial uses. hr addition, any luture
assessments/antidegladation determinâtions with regalds to temperature should be consistent
with Section 316 of the Act. Nevertheless, based on the relatively small tempelature changes

that have occurred historically and would be expected to occul Llnder the expanded permitted
capacity, no significant advelse thelmal effects to aquatic life would be expected to occur.

EVALUATION OF BEST PRACTICAL TREATMENT OR CONTROL

5.1 ApplicableRegulations

The term "best practical treatment or control" (BPTC) appears in the State's antidegradation
policy (Resolution No. 68- 16):

"Any actittit¡ which produces or nay produce a waste or increased volume or
corLcerLtraliotx of wasle tntd which. disch.arges or proposes to discharge ttt existing high
qual.ity waters will be required to meet waste discharge requirements which will result in

best rtracticable treatment r¡r conîrol. oJ'the discharge necessary to assure that (cr) ct

pollution or nuisance will not occur and (b) the highest water cluctlity cortsistent wilh
maximum beneftl to the people of the state wil.l be maintained " [emphasis added]

However, nowhers in State regulations or policies has BPTC been defined in terms of specific
treatment processes for specific constitueús, or in terms of specific effluent quality.

Sections 301,3O2,306, and 307 of the Clean Watel Act incorporates technology-based effluent
limits according to "best plactical contlol technology," "best available technology economically
achievable," and "best conventional pollutant control technology economically achievable;"
however, these terms are used in the context of regulating discharges fi'orn point sources other
than publicly owned tfeatment works (POTWS).
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Location
Mean Monthly Flow (mgd)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Juf Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec

Upstream
Rogk creek !Rl)
EIfl!en1

Upstream
Dry Creek (R3)

4.09 4.95 4.05 4,98

1.72 2.23 1 .70 1.46

2.57 4.94 2.90 1.68

5.21 5.01 4.49 4.73

1 .47 1 .37 1 .37 1 .41

',i, i,uu o.i" 0,0,

6.72 5.28

1 .40 1 .4'l

0.37 0.43

3.78 4.24

't .4't 1 .67

1.51 2.27



For POTWs, Section 301(b)(1)(B) of the Clean Water Act requires that secondary treatment
standatds be met. Secondary treatment standards are defined by nurneric effluent lirnjlations for
the pollutant palameters 5-day biological oxygen demand, suspended solids, and pH (40 CFR
133.I02). More stringent limitations beyond those lequiled to rneet the definition of secondaly
tleatlnsnt may be incorporated, if necessary, to achieve certain water quality standards ISection
301(bXlXC) of the Clean Water Actl.

Furthetmore NPDES permits contain the following technology-based treatment requilements in
accordance with the following statutory deadlines (40 CFR 125.3(a)(1)):

(i) Secondary treatment-.f rotn date of perm.it issuance; cutd

(ii) The best practicable wasîe treqtment technology--rtot later than July I, 1983.

Best practicable waste tleatment technology is defined as (40 CFR 35.2005):

The cost-effective teclmol.ogy th cdt'r treút wastewater, combined sewer over/l.ows and.

non-excessive infiltration and inflow in publicl¡ owned or individual wastewúter
treolment works, to meet fhe appLicable provisiotts oJ:

(i) 40 CFRpart 133--secondary treatment ol wastewaîer;

(ii) 40 CFR part 125, subpart G--marin.e discharge waivers;

(iii) 40 CFR 122.44(d)--more stringent waîer qualityt ,standards and State startdard.s; or

(iv) 41 FR 6190 (ltebruary Ì1, 19761-Alternative Waste Managemenî Techniques.for
Be,st Practicable Waste Treatment (treatrnent cutd discharge, Iand application
techniques ctnd utilizatir¡n practices, and reuse).

Thus, in the State and federal legulations, achievement ol "best plactical treatment ot
contlol" and "best practicable waste treatment technology" are defined in teuns of plant
performance and maintenance of water quality staudards, rathel than specific treatrnent
technologies.

5.2 Findings

The SMDl WWTP is in the design stage of an upgrade and expansion project. Upgrades ar-e

anticipated to include new headworks with irnproved grit removal equiprnent, new primary
clalifiers, biological nutrient removal lacilities to reduce nitrogen and phosphorus compounds,
new secondary clarifiers and tertiary filters, UV disinfection which should elir¡inate THMs and
reduce chemical usage, and new or renovated solids handling facilities. These facilities are
representative of industry-standar-ds and will provide a high level of treatment. The upgraded
and expanded facility is expected to ploduce treated effluent of a quality equivalent to the best
WWTPs in the region.

With regard to salinity control, the measured levels of EC and TDS in the effluent are below the
ruon-site specific nurneric values the Regional Watel Board has used fol screening to interpret the
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naüâtive Basin Plan to protect beneficial uses, including agliculture uses. Thus, there is no
justification fol the County to consider salinity control ûreasures in order to achieve BPTC. hl
fact, at this time Leverse osrnosis is not considered BPTC, as the State Water Board, in Water

Quality Older 2005-005 (for the City of Manteca), has stated:

"Construcîir¡n and operatíon oÍ reverse osmosis facililies to trecú discharges...prior to
i.mplem.entatiott of other measure,s to reduce the salt Load in the southern Deltct, would
not be a reasonable approach."

Because the plant's facilities and effluent quality meet or exceed the legulations discussed in
Section 5.1, and because current and future expected operations of the plant will achieve
compliance with NPDES permit requirernents, thereby assuring a water quality nuisauce will nof

occur and the highest watei quality consistent with rnaximurn benefit to the people of the r-egion

and the state will be maintained, and because the upgraded facility will produce an effluent
quality equivalent to other state-of-the-art WWTPs in the regioll, it is determined that the

plamred future facilities and operations of the SMDl WWTP ar-e consistent with BPTC as it is
defined and intended in Resolution No. 68- 16.

SOCIOECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

6.1 Constituents Addressed in the Socioeconomic Analysis

To assess potential lowering of Rock Cleek and Dry Creek water quality, a mass balance, and

where appropriate, a mass loading assessment of the use of available assimilative capacity was

made. When there is no assimilative capacity with either calculation, then there truly is no
available assimilative capacity and no utility to a socioeconornic justification. When calculation
of assirnilative capacity is not relevant to the criteria (e.g., fol temperatuÌe, pH, etc.), the need for
a socioeconomic.justification is dliven by the significance of the impact to beneficial uses.

Based on the above considerations and the constituent-specific discussions in Section 4.5.3, no

constituents were identified in Tables 5, 6, 8, and 9 that warrant further analysis based on
substantial use of available assirnilative capacity (i.e., exceeding lhe loo/o assimilative capacity
significance threshold). Thus, there are no constituents to be carried forward irrto the
socioeconomic analysis. Nonetheless a socioeconomic analysis is provided to evaluate the
justifications for the non-significant lowering of watel quality in Rock Creek and Dry creeks.

6.2 SocioeconomicAssessmentApproach

Placer County has estimated the cost of improvements necessary to expand and upgrade the

SMDI WWTP plant from 2.18 rngd ADWF to 2.7 ADWF mgd at $87 million (Placer County
2009). The economic costs for alternatives will be assessed relative to the current project
expansion cost estimate of$87 rnillion, the increased cost for latepayers, and the magrritude of
thc changc in ratepayer costs. Alternatives will also be assessed fol feasibility of irnplementation
and effectiveness at leducing the lowering of wâter quality. The social benefits and costs will be

assessed based on thc ability to accommodate irnpoltant socioeconomic development in the
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Placel County General Plan the change in water quality from existing conditions and the
magnitude ol the waler quality impacts.

6.3 Benefits of lncreased Discharge

From 2000-2008, the overall population of Placer County increasedby 34o/o, the second highest
gtowth rate of all counties in Califolnia over that perrod (California Department of Finance
2008). County population projections anticipate population growth o123.3o/o frorn 2010 Ío 2020,
awJ 610/o frorn 2010 lo 2034, the expected life of the plamred WWTP upgrades (California
Departrnent of Finance 2007). The County's consulting engireer, Owen Psomas, evaluated
census data for the County, Aubum, and the North Auburn census-designated place (CDP) to
dctermine the average household population (Owen Psornas 2009a). Furthermore, Owen Psornas
evaluated proj ected annual growth tates frorn the California Departrnent of Fiuance and the
Sacratnento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for both Placel County and Aubum to
deterrnine the projected annual growth rate for residential and commercial/industlial equivalent
dwelling units (EDUs) in the SMD 1 WWTP service area (i.e. ,1.9o/o). Also, the Auburn-
Bowman Community Plan was used to develop the curient lirnits of planned sewer service.
Influent flow and BOD and TSS loadings for existing residential and commercial/industrial
EDUs were scaled up based on the projected growth lates to detelmir.re the ADWF needed in
2034 (i.e.,2.7 mgd ADWF) and at buildout (4.0 mg ADWF).

The Placer County General Plan requires lirniting expansion of urban cornmunities to areas
where cotntnunity wastewater treahnent systems can be provided to accommodate plamred and
approved growth (Placer County 1994). Anticipated future growth of these communities will
thus be hindered if increased wastewatel capacity is not provided.

6,4 Alternatives: Incremental Effects on Water Quality and Socioeconomic Development

Several altelnatives were corsideled that would reduce or elirninate the lowering of watel'
qualily, fol certain constituents, lesulting frorn the additional 0.52 rngd of discharge capacity
proposed with the plant expansion. These plant expansion alternatives are:

(1) Higher level of treatment using rnicrofiltration;

(2) Zero discharge (1007o) recycling of additional plant câpacity;

(3) Flow restricted discharge;

(4) Pollutant soulce minimization;

(5) Connect to other wastewater facilities in the region (i.e., regionalization); and

(6) Change in drinking water source.

Each alternative was assessed fol feasibility in implementation and effectiveness in reducing the
lowering of water quality.
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The costs to irnplement alternatives can be evaluated three ways: (1) relative to the current
project cost estimate of $87 million; (2) as the increased cost for ratepayers; (3) and the
rnagnitude of the change in latepayer costs. The generally higher costs to implelnent alternatives
would be borne by both existing development and the new development that is lequiring the
plant expansion. These higher costs could possibly prohibit some of the socioeconotnic growth
for the alea by making it economically irnplactical for the new developrnent to occur in this area.

6.4.1 Higher Level of Treatment

During the initial design phase, the County and its consultirg engineer, Owen Psomas, have not
identified a need for advanced treatment in order to achieve cornpliarce wiú applicable water
quality objectives. Thus, there are no SMDl WWTP-specific treatment costs estimates beyond
the plamred BPTC facility upglades (i.e., new flow equalization facilities, new biological nutlient
lernoval facilities, and a new UV disinfection system).

To provide an ordel of rnagnitude estirnate for advanccd treatment costs in addition to the
proposed project, the experience of another dischalger- is provided here. Microfiltlation is an

advanced filtration technology that provides less contaminatt removal than ultrafiltration and

revelse osmosis but also at a lower cost. In200'Ì, the cost of a 4 mgd microfiltlatiou plant was
estimated to have construction costs of $37 rnillion and engireeling and administration costs of
$7.4 rnillion for total estimated costs of $44.4 million while the annual operation and

maintenance costs are estimated to t¡e $2.26 rnillion (RBI 2007a). Since the expanded capacity
of the SMD 1 WWTP is 0.52 mgd, the use of rnicrofiltr-ation to mitigate any incremental
degladation of the expansion on Rock and Dry creeks would be at least one eighth the costs

referenced above (i.e., total cost of fì5.6 million with annual operation and maintenance costs of
$0.28 rnillion). Note that these costs would be in addition to the planned upgrade/expansior.r
project costs. This is a conservative estimate since the treatmeût cost for smaller plants ate
generally higher per mgd than for a largel plant, and because these cost estimates were tnade in
2007 rather than 2009.

6.4.2 Zero Discharge

Zelo dischalge through 100tlo lecycling of the additional 0.52 mgd of plant capacity would
lequire increased dernand for recycled watel and increased storage capacity during the non-
irrigation season. A 1998 report on regionalization identified the southwest portion of Placer
County (i.e., in the vicinity of the City of Lincoln) for water reuse becattse of the abundance of
aglicultural land requiring irrigation (CH2MHill 1998). However, no viable water reuse
clrstomers have been identified.

In 1993, the County investigated the possibility of reusing water for a hypothetical golf cour-se

illigation ploject. The report estimated that irrigation requirements for a single 18-hole golf
course would be approximately 1 rngd duling the summer, and essentially trothing in the winter.
Thus one golf course iuigation project and the associated storage and distribution facilities
would be needed to accommodate the year-round planr.red plant capacity increase. However', it is
understood that both water purvcyors in the SMD1 WWTP vicinity (Nevada Irrigation District
(NID) and Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) have plentiful water supplies and can sell
water much cheapel than SMDI could plovide it. That said, provided dernand existed in the
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vicinity of SMDl WWTP, it is technically feasible to establish a water Leuse project; however', it
is highly likely that the County would have to sell the recycled water at a loss.

I¡ 1993, the construction costs to deliver, not stole, r'ecycled water for a hypothetical golf course
located one rnile fiom the WWTP were estimated to be $340,000 with annual operating costs of
$18,000. Using the Engineering News Report (ENR) Construction Cost Indices for' 1993 and

October 2009 (5210 and 8596, respectively), this corresponds to an estimated construction cost
in 2009 of $560,000 and annual operating costs of $30,000. The majority of delivery
construction costs are associated with the distribution pipeline. Thus, delively construction costs
fol golf courses at greatel distances would incr-ease apploximately proportionally with distance
(Placer 1993).

Based on a recent economic analysis (Owen Psornas 2009b), the total project cost to store and
delivel recycled water servicc to the two largest golf courses in the SMDI WWTP area
(approxirnately 150 ilrigated acres each is roughly estirnated at $25 to $30 million. The rnajority
of the cost would be associated with the approximately 180 rnillion gallon (MG) seasonal storage
resetvoir that would be needed to provide approxirnately 6 nonths of storage during the wet
season. Constlucting this additional storage is not possible within the limited footprint of the
existing plant. This cost estimate does noi includeland acquisition costs2 or righrof-way
acqr.risition costs, which could be considelable. Furthermore, it does not include any additional
cost to improved plant peúormance and certify the effluent rneets Title 22 reuse standards. The
annual operations and maintenance cost fol the reselvoir', pump station, pipelines is estimated at

$0.5 to $1.0 rnillion. These costs are in addition to the ploposed ploject costs. Accordingly, zero
discharge is infeasible due to a lack of lecycled water demand, sufficient land to construct the
storage reselvoir, and cost.

6.4.3 Flow-restrictedDischarge

Flow-restricted discharge was evaluated based on available dilution in the historic dataset for'

Rock Creek and further downstrearn (apploximately 2 rniles) in Coon Creek. Given the distance
to Coon Cleek, any available dilution in Coon Creek would only be applicable for water quality
objectives protecting beneficial uses with longer telm averaging periods (e.g, chronic hutnau
health and aglicultural). While dilutions above 3: l could not be evaluated because the maximum
measulable flow was truncated at 8.2 mgd, the analysis sumrnarized in Table 13 showed that 3:1
dilution is available in both water bodies less than a third of the time. Thus, any potential
dilution greater than 3:1 would occur infieqnently. Table 13 also indicates that 1:1 dilution is

available in both water bodies greater than 80o/o of the time.

Pelhaps more irnportantly, a majolity of the dates when 3:1 dilution was present in Rock Cleek
or Coon Creek were during the summer of 2007, indicating that irrigation flows being conveyed
through Rock Creek was primarily responsible for the dilution. The County has indicated that
flows of 5 cfs in the summel and 3 cfs in the wintel from NID conveyed through Rock Cleek
have occurred in the past. There is no guaralltee that these flows will always be plesent in the
futule, and in fact, they n-ray be discontinued in the near future after completion of the

2 The I 8 I million gallon reservoir with â depth of l0 fèet would require 65 aores.
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upgrade/expansion project. Ther-efore, available dilution in the future could be substantially
lower than indicated in the historic data set.

Based on this information, it is unlikely that flow-restricted dischar-ge would be a viable
alternative to provide greater dilution and limit the use of available assimilative capacity.
Implementation of any flow-restricted dischalge would require finding additional land suitable
fol expanding storâge capacity to accommodate periods of no discharge.

Table 13. Frequency of Dilution Ratios in Rock and Coon Creeks,

,:3i.1 .,2:i1'; .1i1'l

RocI cfgg\
Coon Creek àB;À

34%

43%

82:("

90%

6.4.4 PollulantSourceMinimization

Pollutant source rninimization is an ongoing activity. The County submitted an hdustrial
Pretreatment Plograrn (IPP) to rnonitol and contlol sources of industlial contaminants enteling
the SMDl sewer collection system to the Regional Watel Board and USEPA in September 2005.

6.4.5 Regionalization

Several options for regionalization were considered and presented in a report prepared by
CH2MHill in 1998. These options included connections to a ne\.v legional facility southwest of
the City of Lincoln, connections to the City of Lincoln's facility, and comections to the
Sacran'rento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. These options wete evaluated iu terms of
costs, impact on local streams, r'euse potential, and ease of implementation. The long-term
lecornrnendation from this study was to further considel regionalizing all of Placer County
dischargers into thlee facilities: Roseville's Dry Cleek and Pleasant Grove WWTPs, and

Lincohi's WWTP (CH2MHill 1998).

A rnole detailed and recent regionalization assessment evaluated consttuction of a pumping
station and wastewater storage facility and regional pipeline to connect to the City of Lincoln's
WWTP, and expansion of the Lincoln WWTP. This project would expand the capacity available
to SMDI to 2.05 rngd, with a total potential capacity up to 4.6 rngd allocated to SMDl in the
future. The total costs ofthis ploject are estimated at {ì141 million and included costs fot the
City of Lincoln to expand their plant, costs for the County to reimburse the City for having
oversized the Lincoln Collection system in order to accommodate potential regional wastewater
flows. Annual opelations and maintenance costs ate estimated at $11.2 million (Placel County
2008). The costs would be an altemative to the proposed project.

Sl\/lDl Wastewater Treatmenl Planl
Placer County

Bobertson-Bryan, lnc
Antidegradation Anaìysis36



6,4.6 Change in Source Water Supply

The County's culrent water source is surface watel purchased through NID and Placel County
Water Agency that oÌiginates as Sielra snowpack and is taken from the Yuba and Bear River
watersheds or throùgh Lake Spaulding. The source watel quality is very high, with low turbidity
and TDS. It is not feasible to find a better quality water source or to change watel sourca as a
means of conttolling ol improving post-expânsion leceiving water quality.

6,4.7 Bate Payer Cost lncreases

To evaluate altelnatives to expanding SMDl WWTP's discharge capacity, the County has
calculated the average annual [atg increase pel'customel in the service alea. The rate increases
also assumed a fixed average customer consumption râte, fixed finalcing rate and that no other
funding sources wele available to offset the rate increases. Table 14 surnrnarizes the plan
elements fol the proposed ploject and alternatives, construction and operations costs, and the
annual rate inclease associated with each of the alternatives discussed above.

Table 14. Summary of costs and annual rate increases for alternatives to expanding Placer County SMDI

p,gtffi.#__.] lit-1i:ì

iJif¿
tt:;li,

Proposed

uPs13dg/'lfi::i9nl

Higher level of treatment

Zero discharge

rlo*-l.õ.tri.t.¿
discharge

Begionalization

Change in water supply

Flow equalization, biological nulrient
r9m3yat, a uv oii1f99li9n :y.1.'
l\ilicrof iltration added to proposed

PIgl'91

$87,000,000 
| 

$10,321,000

$b,600,000 
| 

*rro,ro

$432

$468
($432+$36)

181 million gallon storage, 5 miles of I

pipeline, customers added to I $SZ,ZOO,OOO

. . proposedprojer! 
I

$e6o:ooo 
[ *rr*,1i1r,

Flow conditions are too infrequenl or unreliable to provide any s¡gnificant benetit,

eipaine reimoursements lo Cily of I I I

Lincoln for WWTP expansion and I $l¿t,OOO,OOO | $11,199,095 I $ero
collection system oversizing j I I

It is not possible to find a better quality water source than exisling sources.

Nolesl
1 Pasl cosl estÌmales are based on expans on to 3.0 mgd while curenl plans are to expand lo 2.7 mgd. Given lhe curent cosls for
consfuction and financing, lhese past cost est males for 3,0 mgd are represenialive of curÍe¡t anticipaied cosls for a 2.7 mgd
expansion.

6.5 Environmental Considerations

Having new development in the region independently treat its wastewater in an effort to
elirninate any incremental degradation of 'rr'ater quality in Rock Creek or Dry Creek would not be
cost-effective, may not reduce loadings to downstrearn portions of the watelshed, and rnay not
irnprove water quality (from a constituent concentration basis) throughout the creeks. Moreover,
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disposal ofthe new developments' \Ã/astewater elsewhere would not eliminate the need to meet
water quality objectives elsewhere in Rock Creek or Dry Creek, in another surface water body,
or in groundwater. Installation of advanced tleatrnent facilities designed to eliminate all
incremental changes in downstleam water quality (e.g., microfiltration or reverse osmosis for a

significant portion of the plant's flow) would be very costly, and would result in new
envifonmental collcems associated with incleased energy use and brine disposal.

6,6 SocioeconomicConsiderations

Placing connection bans on the SMDl WWTP to plevent increased discharges, thereby
eliminating any incrernental change to Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality, would have
negative socioeconornic effects on the alea and would not lre in the best intetest of the people of
the region or the state, in light of the rnagnitude of incremental changes to water quality that are

expected as a result of plant expansion from 2.18 to 2.7 ngd (ADWF) with concuruent treatment
upglades.

Should the incremental changes in Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality characterized herein
(which could occur as a result of accommodating planned and approved growth within the
SMDI WWTP service area) be disallowed, such action would: 1) force future developments to
find altelnative methods for disposing of wastewater-, 2) requile adding microfiltration or a
leverse-osrnosis treatment processes to a significant portion of flow at the SMDI WWTP, and

possibly other plant expansions/upgrades, to eliminate the increlnent for all constituents from the
additional dischalge late, or'3) prohibit planned and approved development within and adjacent
to the SMD1 WWTP selvice area.

The County will continue to opelate a treatment plant that meets BPTC. Any potential for
dischar-ges to cause exceedances of adopted water quality criteria,/objectives would be effectively
addlessed thlough the NPDES perrnit renewal plocess, theleby being addressed in a timely
manner'. Thns, resulting downstream water quality within Rock Cleek and Dry Creek would not
cause a nuisance and would continue to be protective of all beneficial uses under the proposed
upgrade/expansion project,

7 ANTIDEGRADATIONANALYSISFINDINGS

This section addresses each of the five items identified in state implementation guidauce fol
artidegradation analysis for NPDES permits.

1. The water quality parameters and beneficial uses which will be affected by the
proposed action and the extent of the impact,

Section 3.1 details the beneficial uses of Rock and Dry creeks. The extent of water
quality impacts from the ploposed plant upgrade/expansion project ale assessed in
Section 4.5, through tables and discussion, and summarized below.

The extent of impacts hom SMDl WWTP's proposed increased discharge capacity were
plimarily assessed on the basis of assimilative capacity utilizâtiorì - on a mass balancc
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approach fbl all constituents and, additionally for bioaccumulative constituents, on a
mass loading basis.

The water quality of Rock and Dly creeks, with lespect to chernical constitusnts, pH, and
turbidity would remain better than necessaly to fully protect beneficial uses. Resulting
temperature and DO conditions in Rock and Dly creeks are expected to remain at levels
thloughout the yeal that would be plotective of beneficial uses; however, further
assessment of these parameters may be walranted. For all ofthe constituents assessed,

any lowering of Rock Creek and Dty Creek water quality would be minor and would use
less than 10olo of available assilnilative capacity (Tables 5, 6, 8, and 9).

The inclemental increase in discharge would not significantly lowel watel quality for any
constitueût in Rock and Dty creeks, relative to that which would occul under the current
permittsd capacity for the SMDl WWTP. The incremental iucrease in dischalge would
not lead to significant ircrease in rnass loading of bioaccumulative constituents such as

melcury or other conserved constituents such as total dissolved solids. Total dissolved
solids ale expected to decrease as the WVy'TP converts from a chlorine-based disinfection
process to U.V. disinfection. In short, no beneficial uses of Rock Creek, Dry Cleek or
downstream waters are anticipated to be adversely affected by the planned expansion.

2. The scientific rationale for determining that the proposed action will or will not
lower water quality.

Sections 4.1 through 4.4 detâil the scientific rationale for deterrnining if lowering of
watet quality occurs. This rationale is based on federal (Section 2.1.1) and State (Section
2.2.3) guidarce and tracks the use of assimilative capacity to link changes in water
quality to the beneficial uses to be protected.

Genelally, the relevant water quality standârds are concentration-based in order to
prevent exceedances of concentration-based exposure thlesholds. Critical flows and
representative water quality measurements were clitelia-dependent (i.e. sholter
representative averaging peliods for acute effects as cornpared to long-term hurnan health
critelia).

The nature of downstleam watel bodies rnay facilitate extended residence tir¡e or
deposition of contaminants. Thelefore, for bioaccumulative constituents, mass loadir.rgs
wele also considered in assessing potential lowering of water quality from increased
SMDl WWTP discharge.

Incremental change in watel quality that would occul in Rock and Dry creeks due to an
iucrease in the SMD1 WWTP discharge late from 2.18 mgd ADWF, the cullent
permitted dischalge rate, to 2.7 mgd ADWF were quantitatively identified.

3. A description of the alternative control measures that were considered,

Six alter¡atives were consideled that would reduce or eliminate the lowering of watet'
quality resulting from the additional 0.52 rngd of discharge capacity proposed with the
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plant expansion. These plant expansion alternatives are listed below, and are described in
detail in Section 6.2.

. Higher level of treatment using miclofiltlation

. Zerc discharge ( 100olo) recycling of additional plant capacity

¡ Flow restricted discharge

. Pollutant sour-ce miuimization

r Connect to City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant

. Change in drinking water soulce

4. A description of the socioeconomic evaluation.

To assess potential lowering of Rock and Dly cteeks water quality, a tnass balance, aud

where applopliate, a rnass loading assessment of the use of available assirnilative
capacity was rnade. No constituents exceeded the 10olo significance threshold or, for'
other reasons, triggeled a detailed socioeconomic aualysis and considelation of
altematives to the potential watel quality impacts. Nevertheless, a socioeconomic
analysis was plovided to facilitate weighing the benefits of the non-significant loweling
of water quality that may occur. The objective of the socioeconomic analysis is to
deterrnine if the lowering of Rock Cr-eek and Dry Creek water quality is in the "best
interest" of the people of the State.

The socioeconomic evaluation consideled:

. The social benefits and costs based on the ability to accommodate socioeconomic
developrnent in the Placel County Genelal Plan.

Finding: Given the current infrastructule in place, future development in the
service area also would lely on the County and the SMDI WWTP for wastewater
collection, treatment, and recycled water services. The expansion of the SMD1
WWTP frorn its clrrrent 2.18 mgd ADWF permitted capacity to 2.7 rngd ADWF
would accommodate planned and approved growth in the surrouuding areas.

Placing connection bans on the SMDl WWTP to prevent iucreased discharges,
thereby elirninating any incremenlal change to Rock Creek and Dry Creek water
quality, would have negative effects on impoltant socioeconotnic development in
the area. Should the incrernental changes in Rock Creek and Dry Cleek water
quality characterized herein be disallowed, such action would: 1) force futute
developments to find altelnative methods for disposing of wastewater, 2) requile
adding rnicrofiltration or a reverse-osmosis treatment processes to a significant
portion of flow at the SMD1 V/WTP, and possibly other plant expansions/upgrades,
to eliminate the increment for all constituents frorn the additional discharge rate, or
3) prohibit planned and approved developmcnt within and adjacent to the SMDI
WWTP service area.
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The rnagnitude of the chauge in watel quality frorn existing conditions, the water
quality impacts, and expected effects ou beneficial uses of Rock and Dry creeks and
downstÌeam watets.

Finding: No constituents forrnally triggered a detailed socioeconornic analysis
since use of available assimilative capacity was less than ten percent. Furthelmore,
all applicable water quality criteria./objectives aÌe anticipated to be met and all
beneficial uses protected by the irnproved effluent quality of the upgraded and
expanded plant. With the higher 2.7 ngd discharge late, solne constituents would
have either an implovement (i.e., lowered creek concentration) or little to no change
in creek concentrations or mass loading downstream of the discharge.

The feasibility and effectiveness of leducing the lowering of water quality by
implementing altelnatives to loweling of Rock Creek and Dry Creek watel quality.

Finding: An evaluatiol of several alternatives, and their effects on water quality
irnpacts and beneficial use protection, did not identify any feasible alternative
control measure that more effectively would accommodate the planned and
approved growth that would result fiorn irnplernenting the altelnative, relative to
implementing the ploposed project (i.e., planr.red upglade/expansion). For example,
regionalizing the entile discharge is the rnost effective altelnative to plevent
loweling of water quality in Rock and Dry creeks, but it comes with the greatest
cost. Regionalization of the entire discharge would lemove approximately 35olc of
the average nronthly flow in Rock Creek and mole tha¡ 25a/o of the average
rnonthly flow in Dry Creek, move potential water quality irnpacts fur-ther
downstleam in the same watershed, and cost approximately 50o/o morc than the
estimated cost of the ploposed incleased discharge project.

The economic costs for alternatives and assessed alternative costs against the
current project expansion cost estimate of $87 million, the incleased cost for
ratepayers, and the magnitude of the change in latepayer costs.

Finding: In general, the cost to implement alternatives would be distributed to
latepayers based on need to address existing versus expansion-reìated watel quality
issues. New development, that tequires plant expansion fol capacity, and existing
developmerrt, which requires incleased treatment to meet applicable water quality
objectives, would equally share costs associated with additional capacity, theleby
possibly plohibiting sorne of the ilnportant socioeconomic growth for the area by
making it econornically impractical for the new development to occur and lurther
increasing the cost to existing customets to upgrâde the plant. The additional costs
for irnplementing alternatives ranged up fo 50o/a morc than the estimated costs for
the proposed expansion of dischalge capacity. For the four viable altematives, the
annual rate increase for new and existing customers ranged from $432 to $816 as

cornpared to the pl'oposed project.
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5. The rationale for determining that the proposed action is or is not justified by
socioeconomic considerations.

The expansion of the SMDI WWTP from its cuttent 2.18 mgd ADWF pelrnitted capacity
to 2.7 ngd ADWF would accommodate planned and approved growth in the neighboring
areas. Having new development in the region independently treat its wastewater in an

effort to elirninate any incremental degradation of watet quality in Rock and Dry cleeks
would not be cost-effective, may not reduce loadings to downstream portions of the
watershed (e.g., Sacramento River), and may not improve water quality (from a

constituent concentratiorì basis) throughout Rock and Dly creeks. Moreovet, disposal of
the new development's wastewater elsewhere may simply caùse similar and possibly new
fonns of degradation elsewhere in Rock and Dry creeks, in other surl'ace waterbodies, ot'

in gloundwater.

The SMD1 WWTP has sought to identify customers for use of recycled water. Culrently
prospective customels can obtair.r water from NID at a cheaper cost, howevel, the County
will continue to pursue potential recycled water use oppottunities in the future, thereby
minimizing discharges to surface watets. The County will continue to opet'ate a

treatmert train that nÌeets and exceeds BPTC and will facilitate gleater use of recycled
water, upolr demand for such water- developing in the area. Any potential for discharges

to cause exceedances of adopted water quality critelia/objectives would be effectively
addressed through the NPDES permit renewal process, thereby being addlessed in a
tirnely manner. Thus, resulting downstream water quality within Rock and Dry creeks
would not cause a nuisance and would continue to be plotective of all beneficial uses

within the creek, as well as uses of downstream watets.

Section 6.2 considered several alternatives and found them infeasible for cost or logistic
conceÌns or both, when compated to the ploposed actiou of increased SMD I V/WTP
dischalge. Installation of advanced treatment designed to eliminale all incremental
changes in downstleam wâter quality would be very costly, and would lesult in tew
enviromnental concelns associated with increased encrgy use and brine disposal. Placing
connection bans on the SMDl WWTP to prevent the non-significant degladation of \.vatel'

quality would have direct adverse effects on important socioeconomic development
approved for the region, which, in turn, would advetsely affect the County's future rate
payer and tax base.

Based on the assessment contained herein, it is determined that the SMDl WWTP
upgrade and expansion project will operate to meet the highest statutory and regulatory
NPDES r-equirernents which result in the best practicable treatment and control of the

discharge necessary to assure that a water quality nuisance will not occur and that
beneficial uses are fully ptotected. The lirnited degladation in receiving water quality
that may occur as a result of planned dischalge expansion is not significant and would
accommodate important socioeconomic development in the service alea while
maintainiug full protection of the Rock Creek and Dry Cleek beneficial uses. Alt
evaluation of several alternatives, and their effects on water quality impacts and

beneficial use plotection did not identily any feasible alternative conttol measure that
more effectively would accommodate the planned and apptoved growth that would result
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fi'orn irnplementing the alternative, relative to implementing the planned
upgradc/cxpansion ploject.

Based on the analysis contained herein, the anticipated watel quality changes in Rock and

Dry creeks will be consistent with state and federal attidegradation policies, will be to
the important socioeconomic benefit to the people of the region, be to the maximum
benefit of the people of the State, and will not result in water quality less than that
plescribed in the policies that are required to prevent a nuisance or that are tequi-red to
prolccl bencficial uses.
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Appendix A

Rock Creek, Effluent, and Dry Creek Flow Rates
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Appendix B

Eff luent Quality Summary Stalistics





0y" pg/! Efr]y9,!! 6 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 0.5 0.2500
Ook pS/a Effluent 6 25-Oct-06 0g-Oct-OB < 0.5 < 0.S O.25OO
Oo/o pS/L Effluent 6 25-Ocr06 Og-Oct-OB < 0.5 < 0.S O.2SO0
O"/" pg/L Effluent 5 25-Oct-06 Og-OctOB < O.S < 0.5 0.2500
O/" pS/L Eff luent 1O 2O-Sep-OO 26-t\¡ar-Og < 0.964 < 6.1 1 1 .2à77
09" pS/L Effluent 10 20-Sep-06 ãOiVar-Og < 0.485 < 3.32 0.642g

O% pg/L Effluent 7 25-Oct-06 O9-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 5 0.6786
O% US/L Effluent 5 25-Ocl-06 O9-Oct08 < 0.5 < 0.5 0.2500
O% pS/L Effluent 6 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 0.5 0.2500
O% pS/L Effluent 3 25-Oct-06 O8-ApÊ09 < 1 <5 1.1667
o% ug/L Effluent 7 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 5 0.6071
o% ps/L Effluent 5 25-oct-06 09-oct-08 < 0.5 < 0.5 0.2500

O% lgl .___Effluent 9 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.S < '1 0.4014
o/" Irs[ Etiiuént 10 âs-o"t-oo 0g-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 10 1:6950
O% llgl-L .-,Effluent 9 25-Oct-06 08-ApÊ09 < 0.4 < i 0 2.4722
o/" rrsiL ÈtfluéÁi 10 25-octo6 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 0 9700
O% pg/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 0.9200
oòt" tért Efflueñt 

' 10 25-oct-06 0B-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 30 g.72oo

9"1" pSlL .Effluent 10 25-Ocl-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 0.9700
o/" vglL EffluéÀt ó ãs od-òo od-npr-og . 0,1 < 5 0.9667

02.: !d!... .Efrluent 10 ?:oclo-q osApr-Oe : o1 _:,s. 0.e700
O% pøL Effìuent 10 25-Oct-06 o8-Apr-Og < 0.1 < 5 0.9700
O% pøL Etfluent 10 25-Ocl06 08-ApÊ09 < .0.1 < 10 1.6950
Oqo pS/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 O8-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 1.1950
09" pS/L Efiluent 6 25-Oct-06 O2-Jan-OB < 0.1 < 5 1.0333

O/" pS/L Effluent 4 09-Jul-08 08-ApÊ09 < 1 <2 0.8750
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4,6-Dinitro-O-Cresol (4,6-Dinitro-
2-Methylphenoì) O% pS/L Effluent 10 25-Oct06 08-ApÊ09 < 0.1 < 30 g.47OO
(ug/L)

4-Chlorophenyl O% pS/L Efftuent 10 25-Oct-06 O8-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 O.97OO

4-N¡trophenol O% pgil Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 O8-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 10 1.4700
Acenaphthene 07" pS/L Effluent 10 2s-OctOO O8-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 O.77OO

Acenaphthyìene O% pS/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 0.9700
Acrole¡n O% pS/L Effluent 1 25-Oct-06 25-Oct-06 < 2 < 2 1.0000
Acrylonitr¡le Oe" Irg/L Eff luent 1 25-Oct-06 25-Oct-06 < 2 < 2 1.OOO0

Anthracene O% pS/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 0.9700
Antimony 60% !g/L Effluent 5 25-Oct-06 09-Apr-09 0-246 0.481 0.3770
Arochlor 1016 (tig/L) O/" fStr Effluenl 20 10-Jut-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.08 < 1 O.14OB

Arochlor rzâì (pg/L) O1t" ¡tgtl- Etfluent 20 1O-Jul-06 O8-ApÊ09 < 0.06 < 25 O.8O9O

Aroch]or 1260 (US/L) O"; US/! Èffluent 20 1O-Jul-ó6 08-Apr-09 < 0.04 < 'l 0.1398
ersen¡ò r OOz rrS¡l rtrluàni 4 08-Nóv-07 09-ApÊ09 0.48 2't .s s]875

Benzene O% VSIL Etfluent 6 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 0.5 0.2500
Benzid¡ne Q"to liS/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 10 1.22OO

Benzo(A)Anthracene O"/. pg/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Ap¡-09 < 0.1 < 5 0.9700
Benzo(a)Pyrene O% pS/L Effluent 10 . 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 10 1.22OO

Benzo(GH l)Perylene) O% US/L Effluent I 25-Oct06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 1.0722
Benzo(K)Fluoranthene O% pglL Effluenl 10 25-Oct06 08-Apr09 < 0.1 < tO 1.2200
Berylium Oe" pS/L Effluent 4 O8-Nov-07 09-ApÊ09 < 0.06 < 5 0.6475
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Bis (2-Elhylhexyl) - Aftg( 
-2007

Bromoform

euiyt eeizyr ÞiÀáql9
Cadmium'ôáinõn 

ierracnlor¡àà

çllLgjobe!4e!ìe 8%
Chlorod¡bromo- 29%
Chloroelhane Oo/"

Chloroform 96o/"

. 17"k.

97:
o%

6ov"
o%

Chloromethane 8% ug/l
Chromium 60% US/L
Chromium Vl 15% ug/lc!ry!9!e . 07., !91!
Clorobenzene O% pg/L
Óopper s5% lSlL
cyan¡d9.............. ....... 33% mg/L
Del"p-g¡ 09{Ð 0% !s/L
QQe Q4-) 07e ¡t-s/.'r
de!!e.qf c_ (Ug/L)_ 0% ps/L
o!!S!rg(4,H) 0% qs/L
D¡chlorobromo 75% pg/L

Dieinyt Prrtnatate o% psll

-.Dimgthyl Phthalate 0"k p9/!
o!-U aytyl o% EslL
D¡-n-butyl phthalate 20% ug/l
DÈN-Octyl 4% pS/L

Dinoseb (pg/L) 0% pqll
Elfluent 100"/" mg/L

tsll
uell

...... .vslL
v9!t
yslt
nell
mg/l

uøt,
psiL
psil
ps/L

Effluent
etiiueàf-
Ellluent
Er!lv9!l
Effìuent

Effluent
Effluent
Effluent
Effluent
Effluenf

ffluent 18 9:!qtoz 09:4pt_99, . f 9:.1. .6 ,-?9:o9t 0p qe Oct-08 f _0j, . .9,9.,.
?3 10-J'll-06 08-Apr-09 < ,0.1 . .lq.q ?!ocr-06 99-4pl9s 0.022 0.036
6 25-od-06 os-óòlia . ós < 0.5
1?. 1e-.M?!.-q2 . 05. 1,9Þ 0,3_ :. 42 qÞ

1095 , 01-Jul-06 9q-/!]!-0€. . < 0.01 7.Þ'!? l9-lt¡qr:q2 0 FgÞ'-q..9 < . 0.07 . .. ,0,-079.7 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 0.5 0.97
6 25-Oct-06 09-Ocl-08 < 0.5 < 0.5
23 1O-Juì-06 08-Apr-09 < 1 99

Electrical Conductivity
Endosulfan I (pg/L)

Effluent
Effluent

Effluent

Flllu"!t
Effluent

-Éttluent

Èrysé;i _.-
Effluent

Etfiuáni- 
-

Effluent

Effluônt
Èríuò;1"
Eff!!el!
Effluent'Èrriró;l

Effluenl
Effluent
Effluent
Effluent

Effluent
Effluent

SIV]D1 WWTP
Placer County

12 19-MaÊ02 05-Feb-03 < 0.14 0..19 0.10833333
5 30-Oct-06 09-Apr-09 0.1 0.16 0.1233
13 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 < 0.126 0.96 0.19792308

10 ?_5_09l:_06, 08-Apl0e . 0l f q 0.q7q0
6 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 0.5 0.2500
ìg 11-Jul-06 09-Apf-09 1.1 21.s 3.6905
3 25-Ocl-06 09-Ocl08 < 0.005 O.O1 0.0100

,!.._ ..-!9-ó9t-ot oe+p¡ oo . 0,6 5 '10 
?,497?20 10-Jul-06 qq-Apl-q9 f Q,-o-.0-Q:9.01 q.0100

21 19 :l_q! 99 p9-4pl:0s f 9.903 -< . 
0:05 0,91 ]e

r0,.2s:g_"1..99 0_8.4p1 q9.f 0¡ f l0 1:2209

_21 19,!qlQ9 op-np¡-op 0,5- 1! 3r'298
23 10-Jul-06 08-ApÊ09 . < 0.1 

-. . lq 1,?.957

11, 1Q.:lq!_99 08-Apl0s < 01 < 10 1,!?,5923 10-Ju¡-06 9q {pl qq f 0,i . 10 13022
5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 < 0.93 1 0.572
23 10-Jul-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 20 1 .7478
9 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.4 < 2 0.6944
23 1I-Jul-06 09-Apr-09 141 301 227.3043
1095 01-Jul-06. 3o-Jun-Og 332 1090 650.3005
21 10-Jul-06 O8-AprOg < 0.002 < Q.047 0.0093

1 .206
0.2500
1 .2978
g,g29-l

9,?,5-oo
ql )q

o.o1sq
q 0f9

0.3886

0.2500
23.8609

100% umhos/cm
0% pS/L
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!:- :: : :. : ::.,

Constituént

Endosulfan ll (pg/L) 0"/: llS/L Effluent 21 10-Ju¡-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.002 < . 0.047 0-0070
Ethylbenzene Oo/o lrS/L Ètftuent 6 25-Oct06 O9-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 0.5 0.2500
Fluoranthene Oob USta Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 O8-Apr-Og < 0.1 < S O.7ZOO

Fluorene O"/o pSlL Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 O8-Apr09 < 0.1 < 5 O.97OO

Fluoride 58% mS/! Effluenl 12 19-Mar-02 O5-Feb-03 < 0.06 0.28 0.14933333
gamma- Chlordane (pg/L) O"/" pS/L Èttluent 1 9 1O-Jul-06 O8-Apr-Og < O.O12 < O.47 0.0910
Hgptachlor epoxcide (pg/L) 0% pgll Effluent 21 10-Jul-06 08-4pl-09 <..0r0O2 .< 0.024 0.0059
Hexachlorethane O"k pg/L Efftuent 10 25-Ocl-06 O8-ApÊ09 . 0.1 .' S O;.770A

Hexachlorobenzene Oo/o pg/L Effluent 19 25-Oct-06 08-ApÊ09 < 0.1 < 5 0.5237
Hexachlorobutad¡ene 0y" pS/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 0.6200
Hexachlorocyclo-Pentadiene O% US/L Effìuent .19 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 20 1.1789
lndeno(1,2,3-CD) O% US/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 10 1.M5O
lron 1OO% pg/L Effluenl 18 11-Jul-06 O9-Apr-09 24.2 94 57.1167
lsophorone O"/" ljglL Eff luent 10 25-Oct-06 O8-Apr-09 < 0.1 < 5 O.77OO

Lead 95% pS/L Effluent 19 11-Juì-06 09-Apr-09 0.194 25.2 2.0344
tvtãñganesã. Totál Rãðoverable

Mercury 79%. ng/L Eftluent 14 11-Jul-06 09 Apr.09 9.97..... .. . .3:23. ............ -1.r-516-4

Methyl Chloride ... ...... ..0'/" pSlL . Effluent 5 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 5 0.7000
Methylene blue active
substances 92y" mg/l Effluent 12 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0.068 . O22 0.12345455
Methylene Chloride O% pS/L Effluent 6 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5 < 5 1.7500

Molìnate 2O"/" ug/l . Effluent 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 < 0.169 2.3 2.3
MTBE 0% Ug/L Effluent 21 10-Jul-06 08-Apr09 , < 0.5 ... 3 0.5833

Naphlhalene 0% IrglL Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Apr09 < 0.1 .,5 0.6950

Nilrobenzene O% FS/L Effluent 10 25-Oct06 08-Apr09 < 0.1 < 5 O.77OO

N-N¡trosodi- O% pg/L Effluent 30 25-Oct-06 O'g-npr-ôg < 0.1 < 5 0.9033
OCDD (pg/L) gO"/" pS/L Eff luent 10 20-Sep-06 26-MaÊ09 < 0.634 g.41 6.22g3
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QCQr (ps/r)
O¡l..and Grease
P-Chloro-
PentacntoropÁénot
Phenanthrene

. ?h"nol . ........... .. -

Phosphorus (Total)

.? I"ng
Selenium

Silver

Sulfate as SO4
Tetrachloro-
Thallium
Toluene
rote| ôl.u_(ì].!g q ( 

U s t L)

Total D_¡ssolv,ed Sollds . .......

Iojel l¡9!9!!c
..JJe!g 1,2-Dlchloto-_E!!yl9¡9

-lr:LÞ!r1vti! (usll )
l¡1qhlo¡elhylg¡g ..

Vinyl Chloride
Zinc

o%

.o%
o%
0%

0%

10070

o/v

't00%

0%
01"
0%

92%
190l1:

0%
0%
9T:
0%
0%

100%

p91L

ts/L
........us/L

u,s{L
ysll
rel!

.. !:n slL
P9{-L
ps/L
pg/L

mg/l
ps/L
ps/L

trglL
gsll
ms/!_

psll
. .us/L

ss¿l-.
r,¡sll'

,. r¡s1l
pg/L

Effluent ,.... l0-
Effluent 17
Effluent 9

Eff luent '|1

Effluent 10

Effluent l0
Effluent.... 3
Effìuent 10

ÈtnueÀí ¿

Effluenl 19

20 s9p:99 26 Mqf:ge . 9.4e!
10-Jul-06 O8-Apr-09. . < 4.9
25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 0.1

?9:9"1 06 08:ô-Pl qs . o.,1

?9o9t-06 q8:Apl99 . 9,1

?q:O9r.06 . 08-Apr-09 < 0.1

25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 1.7
25 09l-06 08-Apr-09 -..-< .0.1
08-Nov-07 09-ApÊ09 < 0.6
11-Jul-06 09-Apr-09 0.02
19-Mar02 05-Feb-03 < 35
25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5
25-Oct-06 09-Apr-09. < 0.005
25-Ocl06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5

._...!1Jql-q6 Q9:4pt0s.. _ 11.8

.. -9Þ-,,lqL:90 03=:Jr¡t.9e Þ4

._?q-Qçl:oo . 08 fg¡-Q!. 1 Qt
?q Oct-06 . 0e Qrc! QQ. ..5 05
10-Jul-06 0€:4pì::q9.",,., . 0.001

?!-09!06 09-Oct-08 f -Q,-5..-
25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 0.5
11-Jul-06 09-Apr-09 15.8

Effluent
Etfluent
Effìuenl
Effluent
EIIL!]e!!
E..ÍJL!9!! ,

_Efl'l9r't
. Eff\rent. .

Effluenl
Ej!.,er'l

.Efi!'tenl
Effluenl

SIV]01 WWTP
Placer County

12

4
o

2q

99
11

?i
b

6.

19

< 10.6 1 .74
. -1.Q 3.qzqÞ
< 5 0.9944

,< 5 ,- 0.7318.
5 5 ....p:9700 .

5 q 0-:7700

8 58 4:?267

5 s - oeZgq
1 .2 1 .0500
0.02 0.0200

59 40.0666667
< 0.5 0.2500
< 2Q 2.5263
< 0.5 0.2500

,la? 54:e6qq
486 , -37 

4.2821

f 3q 3 4q00
. . 9,Þ_............ 0.2500

0.002 0.0018

-.f 0.5 ..9.?!gq
r 09 929q9

48 26.9263
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Appendix C

Rock Creek Water Quality Summary Statistics





R.1 1,1,1-Trichforoethane- ug/L 12 . .19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.05

R-1 1 .1.2.2-Tetrachloroethane ug/l 12 1g-Mat-02 05-Feb-03 0"" < 017

1 .1 ,2'f ichloto-l ,2,2-

....F:l tritluoroethane {Freon 119) udl 12 19'Mar02 05-Feb-03 0v" < 0 05

R-1 1 ,1 .2-Trichloroethane ,g/L 12 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 O% . O.Oe

R-1 1 ,1 -D ichloroelhane utL 1i 19-[¡aF02 O5-Feb.03 0"" < 0.04

B-1 1 ,1-Dichloroethene u94 12 19-MaÃ2 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.06

R-1 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD pS/l 4 14-Maû2 19.N0v.02 0% < 2.37

....R 1 1,2,3,4,6,7,8.HpC0F p:11 . .. a 14.1\rar.02 19.N0v.02 O"/. < 2.57

B-1 1.2,3.4.7.8.9-HpCDF tt! 4 Á-Maû2 19-Nov-02 0"; < 2.38

R-1 1.2.3.4.7.8-HXCDD ¡ø¡ 4 1+Mat-02 19-Nov-02 oqo < 1.75

B-1 1.2.3.4.7.8-HXCDF pq4 4 14-¡/ar{2 19-Nov-02 0'; . 2¡6

R-1 1,2,3,6,7,8-HXCDD pS4 4 . 14-l\¡ar.02 19-Nov'02 0% < 1.75

R-1 . 1,2,3,6,7,8-HXCDF p,Ìt t 1!Mgt-. 02 ...-..1e:No]1-0? .. 07: < 2.44

R-1 . . . .l,t-1L8,9:!L9PD ps4 .....14'M?t-0:? . 1e-Nov-02 0ol" < .2.71

-_.F-.1.. ........,..1,2.,9,2,9,9 HIOPF pdl 4 14-MaÃ2 1s-Nov-02 0% .1 .2.04 ..
.....R..1... 1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD 

-... . pgll 4 14-MaÃ2 19-Nov-02 0% . < 1.39

R-1 1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF pS/l 4 14-Mat-02 19-Nov-02 0% < 2.25

,. R- 1 . .. 1r2,1-T!ghJ9r9!9na9lìe us/l 12 - le:M9r92 0tFeb-93 o"/. : 0.1

R-1 . 1 ,2-Dibromoethane uS/l 5 19-[/aÊ02 05-Feb-03 0% f
R-1 - 1 ,2-Dichlorobenzene !94 12 ....19:[¡a4? q!:fgbo3 0il.1 : 0,]1

Fì-1 l,2-Dichloroethane u94 12 19-l\¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0 08

R-f .1,3-Djchlorobenzene ...u51............12.... 19-Mar-02. . 05-Feb-03 0% < .0.13
R1 l,1P!çl,l*gqlqpqll ue4 12 1s-Mq42 05:f9b-03. . 0z .. : _9..09

R-1 1 ,4-D¡chlorobenzene uS/l 12 19-Maú2 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.11

R-1 2.3,4,6,7.8-HXCDF pg4 4 14-MaÃ2 19-Nov-02 0"/" < 2.48

¡"iìËtîîl¡f,*ffi ii,f.Éj¡ri li,fiffi

R-! 2,3J,8-TCDD p4 1 ... l!:!!tol-?.. 1s-l!914 0% < 0637

R-1 2,4,5-TP (Silvex) ugil 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 40"/. 0.021

i:ìli..ffÍlitji,,ilîilïiffiji

SI\4D1 WWTP
Placer County

..5. - 9,1e 0,g911g6l

. _f 9,99 9.1191!

0.07 0.07

0.43.. . _ 
0.08916667

0:22 
.. .. . ........q,9,6--5-....,.. .

0.24 0.075

3.05 1.355

3 s2 1,.591 . .

3.13 1.3775

2.01 -lr4
2.38 1.11

1.87 0.905

297. ,1,?].?:.. .

3.95 1.665

.?'91.. . .. ..'].,981! . .
2.81 1.05g.oo r ¡zz6
0.41 0.10458333
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R-l . 2,4-Dimethylphenol ug/ì 5 19-Mar-02 05.Feb-03 0% < 1.96 < 1.96 0.98

R-l 2,4-Dinilrophenol ugil 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 O% < 0.97 . 0.97 0.485

B .1. !.,+ O-lnitrotoluene . y94 9 19-Mar02 05.Feb-03 0% < 1.25 < 1.25 0.625

R-1 2.6.Dinifotoluene ug/I 5 19-MaÊ02 O5-Feb-03 0"; < 1.46 . 1.46 023

R-1 2-Chloronaphthalene ug/l 5 19-Mar02 05-Feb.03 0"/" < 0.83 < . 0.83 0.415

R-1 2-Chlorophenol uS/l 5 19-Mar{2 05-FeÞ03 0% < 0.71 : < 0.71 0.355

R-1 2-[¡ethyl-4.6-din¡trophenol ug/l 5 19-lv]aÊ02 05-Feb-03 0% < 1.51 < 1.51 0.755

R-1 4,4'-DDD uS/l 5 19'l\¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.00992 < 0.00992 0.00496

R-l 4,4'-DDE udl 5 19-[¡ar02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.002 < 0.002 0.001

R.J. 1,11:.DP1 ugil 5 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 O"/. < 0.00104 < 0.00104 0.00052

B-1 4.Nitrophenol ug,4 5 19-MaÊ02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 1.03 < 1.03 0.s15

.¡ I å9j9l9ll ... udl 22 ..re-Mar-o2 9s:F9b-!9 0% ..Í .0.7 .. .1.8 L9925

. R-1 Alachlor udl 5 19-[¡aÊ02 05-Feb-03 0"/" < 0 0674 < 0.0674 0.0337

. R ..1 . Âlumìnum (dissolved) ug¡ 12 1+MaÃ2 04-Feb-03 100% ..8 4q.6 P,Z

'R-1 Ammonia (as N) mg,4 5 l9-l\¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.052 < 0.055 0.0187

R-1 Anthracene udl 5 19-lvar-02 05-Feb-03 0o; . 0.029 < O.O2g 0.0145
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Min I lil I o*
5 

._ 
l9-l\rar-02 9!.lq!{! 0'/" < 0.064u < 0.0648 0.0324

5 19-[¡aÊ02 05-Feb-03 oeo < 0.0648 < 0.0648 0.0324

5 19-[¡ar-02 05'Feb.03 < 0.0648 < 0.0648 0.0324

5 19-[Iar02 05-Feb-03 0"; < 0.0648 < 0.0648 0.0324

5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.0648 < 0.0648 0.0324

5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 O"/" < 0.0262 < 0.0262 0.0131

5 19-[¡4102 05-Feb-03 0"" < 0.0262 < 0.0262 0.0131

12 14.MaÃ2 04-Feb-03 100% O.ieZ 0.397 0.2885

n ¡4-MaÃ2 04-Feb-03 100"r/" 0.251 0.s02 0.35933333

10 19-Mar-02 18-Dec-02 20% < 0.021 0207 0.06325

5 19-Mar-02 O5-Feb-03 40% < 0.0596 1.4 1.4

12 14-Mdt-02 O4-Feb-03 IOO% 7.88 1g.4 1069

12 14-MaÃ2 04-Feb-03 100% 8.96 21.1 11.9541667

5 19-[¡aro2 O5-Feb-03 0"; < 0.00762 < 0.00762 O.OO381

12 19-Maú2 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.05 < 0.28 0.05666667

..q. ......... ] 9-I¡q4_2 05-Feb-03 O% < 3.45 < 3.45 1.725

5 19-l\¡ar02 05-Feb-03 o;" < 0.023 < 0.023 0.0115

5 19-[4ar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.03 < 0.03 0.015

5 ìri n¡áióá 
- 

ós-ráo¡g 
.. -'..0"2" -. ôoe < 0.03 0.01s

s is [¡"r oã os]Èeb-o3 0"" . o.ózg . ô.ozs o.0i4s

I 1g:lvtq-9? 0!,1.!:99 tt% f .99?e .... ..0,0?e 00145

12_ ,1luetg? 9tF.+-03 - 9i/r : ,,0.99? 0.0,q9 ,,, qq95

12 14-MaÃ2 04Feb-03 25'/" 0.005 0.008 0.006

! le.ffi1 gs,r9o,qe {1" . o-oorzo . o.oorio o0ô0ãB

5 l9-l!lar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.83 < 0.83 0.415

! 19'lyal:q2.. 0!:fq!:93 9lÁ : 0,!9 f 9,9! q?t
5 '19-l\¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.64 < 0.64 0.32

5 19-l\¡aÊ02 05-Feb-03 0% < 3.21 < 3.21 1.605

1? 1s-M?::0? 9!-f"b09. 9il" .: , 9,_9!. ... .. : ,0,3!. 0.:991]9'6.9I

12 '1s-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.11 < 0.18 0 08833333

12 19-MaÃ2 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.19 < 0.61 0.15625

12 1+Maú2 0+l-eb-03 qiq" o óor 
'o 
oo¿ o.õOã

i,,iffii
R-1 . ,.419"19112?l ,, _ us4

. R-1 A,99l9f 1?.3-? u:d)

R-1 Atoclot1242 ug,4

R-1 Atoclot1248 ug/l

... F-1 Aroclorl2s4 ug,4

R-1 4,9919f1?99 us,4

. R-! AF9li9(qi9!91'.d) ysr..
R-1 Aßenic (tolal recoverable) ug,4

R-1 Asbestos MFL

. F;].. ......... .. Elazing us/l

R I M!T(qç99!9Q ue4

B-1 BalìlT (lgtal.Fgoyerq!19) ,... ..y.q
B-'f Bentazon udl

R-1 Benzene udl

R-1 Benzidine ..............]..........!s/I

B:] Benzo(a)ânthracene !94

-.F:1 B9lag(alqyrene !s¡

,_R-.]_ ,-Ben?.oq)fluoranthen€ qS4

R-1 Benzo(g,h,l)perylene ug/l

R .! 99t:9(l!tr,99lll9n9 idr
B:l , -B-"-rylli!r çr!9lY99l !!l
R-.1 Beryllium (total recoverabìe) udl

R J b9J?:BIc ldl
B-1 Bis(2-chloroelhoxy)melhane ug,4

R:1 . .. Pts(?:cfìrqr99lllt)9!h91 . uq4

R-1 Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether ug4

...R:.1.........._Pi!(2.-eihylhexyl)phthaF!9 r.{

..R-1 .. ...-B'o!9i9!19t9!-"1!?t9 9.4
R-1 Bromoforn ug,4

R-1 Bromomethane u94

E:! 9"tvl,!9tavr..p¡!tqleP-......., 9dì
R-1 Cadm¡um (d¡ssolved) ug,4

udl
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R-1 . Cadmìum (total recoverable) vgll 12 14-Mar02 04-Feb-03 42% 0.005 0.007 0.0062

_B-1 C"Pglqf.. tS¡ .......-.4-_. 19-Mar-02 20-Nov.02 O% . O.s < 5 1.937s

Fì-1 Carbon tetrachloride u94 1:i 1é-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03'' O;; < 0.06 < 0.37 - 011083333:3

R-1 Chlordane ug/l 5 19-l\¡ar02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.03388 < 0.03388 0.01694

R-1 Chloride mg/l 12 19-[¡ar-02 O5,Feb-03 1OO% < 2.g 7.4 4.31666667

R-1 chl9r9!9na919.. ..... uett ],2 19.1Y!q4? .0s-Feb-93 0% < 0.07 . g,32 0.06333i33

.!:] . c!!919J9- ... ...,... !s4 12 1e-l\¡ar-02 05-Feb.03 0% < 0.07 < 0.37 0.0712s

B-1 Chloromelhane iil iZ lé Uar OZ O5-Feb-03 0"; < 0.14 < 0.18 0.09833333

R-1 Chlopydfos udl 5 19-l\4ar02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.0151 < 0.0151 0.00755

R-1 Chromium (dìssolved) udl 12 14-MarO2 O4-Feb-03 67"" < O.O2 0.34 0.12375

R:1 _Clromium (total rccoverable) ug/l 1? 1+,.y.9!:93.......-04feb-03 . 100% 0.24 1.17 0.59833333

R-1 Chrysene ug4 5 19-[4ar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.028 < 0.028 0 014

R-1 cisl ,2-Dichloroethene ug,4 12 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.09 < 0.31 0.07458333

. R:.j. ..... Co_pper (dissolved) ........................, ....!dl ]2 .14-MaÃ2 04-Feb-03 100% 0.87 2.31 1.325

R-1 delta-BHo uS/l 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/" < 0.00136 < 0.00136 0.00068

R.1 Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ldl ! l9:l¡942 ¡5-Feb-03 0"/. . 9 021 .: 9027. 9919!
R-'l Dibromochloromethane uS/l 12 19-[¡aÊ02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.06 < 0.47 0.10166667

F-l Dieldrin udl 5 l9'l\¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0"" < 0.00184 < 0.00184 0.00092

R-1 Diethyl phthalaie u94 5 19-[¡aro2 05-Feb-03 0"; < 0.63 < 0.63 0.315

R-1 Dinoseb ug,4 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 20"/" 0.031 0.031 0.031

R-1 Diqual ug4 4 19-Mar02 20-Nov-02 O"; < 4 < 4 2

R-J Endosullanl u94 5- 19-MaÊ02 O5-Feb-03 O"'" < 0.00168 < 0.00168 0.00084

R-.1 Endosulfan ll ug4 5 19-l\¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 o% < 0.00092 < 0.00092 0.00046
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B:1 .. 
Endosulfa¡ sulfate ldl 5 19-Mar-02 0s-Feb-03 o% < o.oo2gz < o.ooz32 0.00116

R-1. E.g9]l,.3ll 
-,........-.". !94 1 ,..19-t\¡ar-02 2o,Nov-02 o% < 4s < 45 225

R-1 Enddn u94 5 19.[¡aÊ02 os-ÈãO.oS

R-1 Enddn aldehyde ug/l 5 19-[¡ar-02 O5-Feb-03 O"/" . O.OOZ < 0.002 0.001

R-1 Ethylbenzene ug4 12 1g-Mar)z 05-Feb-03 0"" < 0.1 < O.e4 0.07416667

R-1 Fluoranthene ......... ..ug4 5 . ....19:lvql:0? 05-Feb-03 Oy. < 0.033 < 0.033 0.0165

R:1 lly9l9!. !94 5 .. . 19.[.4ar.02 05-Feb-03 o% < o.1s < 0.15 0.075

R-1 Fluoride mg4 l2 l$[/ar-02 05-Feb-03 Bqo < 0.06 1.5 0.142

B-1 gamma-BHo (Lindane) u94 5 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 O% . O.OOI¿¿ < 0.00144 0.00072

R-1 Glyphosate ug/l 4 l$lvlar{2 20-Nov-02 O% < 25 < 25 12.5

R-1 ..|.ryqll.9!1.(i! 91ço3l .... ..r9/1.. ... .........10 1e-l\¡ar02 05.Fets03 100% 25 260 6e.3

R-1 tteptácrrlor ugl 5 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.00176 < 0.00]76 O qqgqt

f-1 . Ìlepiachlor epoxide uS/l 5 19-l\¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 O"/. < 0.00152 < 0.00152 0.00076

R-l Hexachlorobenzene uø I ió-lr¡ã,-oz os-re6-òs 09o < 0.72 < olz 0.36

R-1 Hexachlorobutadiene ug4 17 '19-l\4ar02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.084 < 0.5 0.095

R-1 Hexachlorocyclopenladiene ug/l 5 19-l\¡ar02 05-Feb-03 O"; < 1.18 < 1.18 0.59

R-1 lron (lolal recoverable) uø 12 14-Mar02 04'Feb-03 100% 181 480 321.083333

R 1 r,/qlgq!gr" 1qi!!9lr.dl uøl 12 14-Maro2 04Feb-03 100% 3t5 3oi2 ió5

R_l

Rl
R-1

R-1

R-1

i]i&ÉÉ.,få
?,li.lDèli?Èt!ì:Í

Manganese (tolal recoverable) udl 12 14.N¡ar.02 04-Feb'03 100% 12.4 58.6 30.8916667

Mercury (dissolved) uS/! 12 14wat{)2 04-Feb-03 looob 0.00079 0.00543 0.00177

Mercury (total recoverable) ug,4 iz iq-l¡"r-oz ò+feo.os ioo;" 0.0015 0.012 0.00462s83

Melhoxychlor ug/l 5 19-Nlar02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.0024 < 0.0024 0.0012

Methyl tert-butyl ether ug,4 12 19-Maû2 05.Feb.03 25% 0.17 0.55 0.15875

_ l\lethvlene blue active subslances mg/l 12 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 17"/. < (

R-1 rnces mdl 12 19-MaÊ02 O5-Feb-03 17o¿ < 0.02 0.025 0.01604167

F-1 l\¡ethylene chloride ugl 12 |g-MarÌz 05.Feb-03 42"/þ q.]9 2 O g:g2

SI\4D1 WWTP
Placer County
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B:l Molinate !s4 5 .19:Mgl:9?....,.. q_5:F9b-0q 0% < 0.169 < 0.16e 0.0845

-R 1 . .....,... ,lgp!.thqgl" us4 17 19-Mar-02 0s-Feb.03 o% < 0.1 < 0.e3 0.17

FJ
R-1

R-1

R-1

E1
..F:1 .

R-1

R-1

F-1

-.¡-t
R-1

R-1

Rl
î-1
R.l,
B-1

R-1

R-'!

B,r.
B-1

- R:í

ì R-1

R-1

F:.-!,...
R-1

F{- |

Ilgllq g!ï!y9¡l uen y . 14.M9r:92 04-Feb-03 100% 0.38 2.15 0.e1583333

Nickel(totat recoverable) uø i, l¿-vj,-oã o4-Feb-03 1oo"å . o as 2.g2 i.61083333

Nitrate as N mg4 12 19-Mar-02 05.Feb-03 92% < 0.06 0.92 0.19983333

Nitrite as N mg,4 12 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 O% < 0.043 < 0.1 0.01279167

Ñii.¡"n."n" uo4 5 19-MaÊ02 05-Feb-03 0oo < 0.76 < 0.76 0.38

ug/

uS/l

R-1 Tetrachloroethene u94 12 19-Maû2 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.08 < O.M 0.07875

R-1 Thall¡um (dissolved) ldl 12 . 1+Mat-02 04-Feb-03 42% 0.001 0.003 0.002

R-1 Thiobencarb uS/l 5 19-[4ar02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.0924 < 0.0924 0.0462
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R.

R-1 Total dìssolved solids

B:1 IgIqP!9!9
R-.1 trans-1,2-Dichloroethene

R-1 lrìbutyltìn

R-1 -frichloroelhene

B:1 _Trichlorofluoromethane,

B-l ..vtylg¡lqnd.
R-1 Xylenqs, totaì

R-1 Zinc (dissolved)

R-1 Zinc (total recoverable)

f;li1illTi "m$iffi udl ..

!.c4
,gl
udl

ug4

ug/l

eql
u.d 

.............
ug,4

ug,4

ug/ì

12 l9-[¡ar-02 05-FeS03 8% < O.O7 0.58 0.59

12 lg-lvlar-o2 O5-Feb-03 lOO"" . ZS 130 61.6666667

s ig-lv"r-oz o5-Feb-03 0"; < 0.052 < 0.052 0.026

12 lg-Marl2 05-Feb.03 0e" < 0.09 < 0.26 0.072gi667
10 19-MaÊ02 18-Dec-02 O% < 0.005 < 0.005 0.0025
'12 19-MaÊ02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.06 < 0.36 0.085

12 19-Mar-02 O5-Feb-03 0"" < 0.07 < 0.42 0.i0791667

12 
.._ l9:Mar-02- . 0s-Fe!:99........ o"/. . .f..,, I 09 i 0,19. 0.070'83¡¡g

12 19-Mar'02 O5-Feb-03 O% < 0.21 < 0.48 0.16375

12 14-MaÍ02 04-Feb-03 100% 0.86 3.95 i.96

12 14'MarO2 04-Feb.03 1OO% 1.94 5.81 3.64

rtìlliii:r

SI\4D1 WWIP
Placer County
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R-3 1,1 ,1-Trìchloroethane y.q-l

t9- I 1,2 2.:I,eq,a!¡lglggl!lgl9 udl 5 1e-Mar02 0s-Feb-03 o% < 0.17

R-3 1 . i .2-Trichloro-1 .2.2triffuoroethane (Freon ilá) ,S, 5 19-MaÊ02 0s-Feb-03 0"; < o.os

R-3 1 .1 .2-Trichloroethane udl 5 19-Mar{2 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.08

R-3 1 .]-Dichloroethane udl 5 19-MaÊ02 O5-Feb-03 0"ä < 0.04

l:9 1 ,1-Dichloroelhene .. . ldl . .. ...... I 19-Mar-02 O5-Feb-03 0% < 0.06

...î:.3-.. 123,4,628-HpCDD pdl 4. 14-MaÃ2 19-Nov.02 O% < 2.37

R-3 1,2,3.4,7,8,9-HpCDF pS/l 4 14-Maç02 19-Nov-02 0% < 2.38

R-3 'f ,2,3,4,7,8-HXCDD pS4 4 1+Maâ2 19-Nov-02 0"/. < 1.75

R-3 1 .2,3.4.7.8-HXCDF pdl 4 14-Maú2 l9-Nov-02 0% < 2.06

R'3 L2,3,6.7.8-HXCDF pgn q wt/'a¡-oz ig.l'lov.OZ O% . i.u
R-3 L2.3.7.8,9-HXCDÐ pg4 4 r+-tu1ar-02 lg-Nov-ói'- 0"/" < 2.71

R-3 1.2.3.7.8.9-HXCDF pg4 4 l+Mar)z 19-Nov-02 0% < 2.04

..1:,3.. . ... .1,?,,1,I,.9-P.CDF .pdL 1 l4:yql:9? l.tl,J9:9? 0:/. < 225
B-9 1r¿1:Trigllorobenzene . ug/l 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.1

B-3 1.2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane tS,4 ! 19-t¡ar02 O5-Feb-03 O%

R-3 l.2-Dibromoerhane ug/l 5 i¡-ú;{2 OS-È"U-Oo Oe" <

B-3 . 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
. ...!d1.. ......., ! l9-MaL02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.11

R-3 1 ,2-Dìchloropropane ..rd-|. ... . . . 5.. ... ]9:l4il:02_...... 05.Feb.03 .07: : 99J
R-3 . 1 ,2-Diphenylhydrazine yst 5 19-Mar-02 m.igb99 9"./:..............f ...94s
R-3 1 ,3-Dichlorobenzene u94 5 19-Mar{2 05-Feb-03 A% < 0.13

R-3 1 ,3-Dìchloropropene ug,{ 5 19-l\/lar-02 05'Feb-03 0% < 0,08

R.32,3,4,6'7,8.HxcDFpsn4&Ma!:02..19-NoV.029|.1:
l 9 ¿q¡J q:PeCDF p94 4 14-Mac02 19-Nov-02 0a/" < 1.84

R-3 2,3,7.8-TCDÐ p94 4 14-Maú2 19-Nov-02 O% < 0.637

R-3 2,3,7,8-TCDF pSl 4 14-Mar02 19-Nov-02 0'/" < 0.478

R-3 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol ug/l 5 19-l\rar-02 05-Feb-03 O"/" . O.gl

SIVD1 WWÏP
Placer County

f , 019 ..... 9,992

f o9-e. _ 9,12j

: 929 9,919
< . 0.43 0.091

< 0.22 0.062

. .. .< 0 24 
... ......9.,!.7-.2 .

< 3.05 1.355

.: l¡¡- . - l*< 3.13 13n5
< 2.01 0.94

< 238 ... ..........1'1,1..-
< 1.87 0.905

.'. ?,51.... ... ... ,1?!25
< 3.95 1.665

< 2.31 1.0875

,. 2,s1 195..

. f ... 9,96-........-..,..1,9215
< 0.41 0.104
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< 0.31

< 0.42

: 93?

Í . 9.ae
< 0.34

< 0.34

Í 0,16

< 3.06

:.-?"àj
< 0.847

< 1.03

0.61

. O.9l

0.085

0.09

ó óoé

0.?45

0.1

I qqg

q 09e

1'.9!!

...... ,. ...,1,9!!

. 0.371

0.377

- 
o iss
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R-3 2-Chlorophenol

R-3 2-Methyl-4,6-dinitrophenol

R-3 2-Nitrophenol

R-3 3.3'-Dichlorobenzidine

R 3 4 4',-qD¡

8.3 4,4'-DDE

R-3 4,4'-DDT

B-3 4-Bromophenyl phenyl elher

R-3 4chloro-3-melhylphenol

R-3 4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether

Vdr 5 19:Mel:-0,? , . _0!:Fg!:93 20% 9 94e 0.04e 0.04e

R:3 .1tfl!,opl9!ol
R-3 Acenaphlhene

- 
À-9 

- 
Âcenaphlhylene

R 9 Acrolein

R-3 Acrylonitrile

R-3 Alachlor

R.c Àú;
B3 alpha-BHc

!:q ¡l!rr!1(q1'qY99)
1-.l ... . .. .... 4llllnll (tolalrecoverable)

R-3 Ammonia (as N)

R-3 Anthracene

R-3 Anlimony (dissolved)

R-3 Antimony (total recoverable)

R-3 Aroclor 1016

,ue4 ,5, 19:Mq4? 99.F.b 0q o!: : I < 1 0.5

, *n . s rs,variz, .oqf"b.g! . * .-,4.-,r*.. . osã r.^
udl 5 1+[4ar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 1.03 < 1.03 0.515

SIV]01 WWTP
Placer County

uø 5 19-Mar02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.27 < 0.27 0.135

.. .. ... ..udl ! .1e:M1l02 0!.19b.9q . 9% ... .. ... o9J1 < 0.011 0.00s5

!l! 5 1.9:!1ry-9? 05.Feb-03 -, 0% f q.06i4 -. ,.9,992a .. 9,0s!1
ug,4 5 19-lvlar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.00156 < 0.00156 0.00078

ug,4 5 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 O"/" < 0.00164 < 0.00164 0.00082

us/ 9 1e-M?r-02 . . 05-Feb-03 0'/: . 9,! ,.. !9 .1,1.1i.11]
ug/ I 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.26 < 1.1 0.748889

ms/l . . . 5 .. 19:l\¡q,rq2 05-Feb-03 . 407" f I99? 0.43 026

ug,4 5 19-[4ar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.029 < 0.029 0.0145

uEl 5 14-N.4ar{2 O4.Feb.O3 1OO9o 0.049 0.079 0.0592

ug/l 5 19-MarO2 O5-Feb-03 O"/. < 0.0648 < 0.0648 o.og24

!S/ 14:l\/lar-02 o4-fe!'oq ]00": 62 38.8 14:22

uS/l 5 '14'lvlar02 04-Feb'03 100% < 39.3 178 102-82

Page D-2
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R-3 Aroclor 1221

B'3 Aroclor 1232 us/l 5 19-Mar-02 os-Feb-o3 o"/. < 0.0648 < 0.064e 0.0324
R-ã Noclot 1242 ug/ s 19-Maro2 05-Feb-03 o% < 0.0648 < 0.0648 0.0324

B-3 Aroclor 1248 ug,4 5 19-[rar02 05-Feb-03 o% < 0.0648 < 0.0648 0.0324
R-3 Aroclor'1254 uS/l 5 19-l\¡ar,02 05-Feb-03 O% < 0.0262 < 0.0262 0.0131

Bi Aroclor'1260 ug/l 5 19-N,{ar-02 05-Feb-03 O% < 0.0262 < 0.0262 0.0131

n-s Arsenic (dissolved) us/ 5 14-lvar02 04-Feb-03 100"" 0.263 0.s77 0.366

B-3 Arsenic (total recoverable) uS/l 5 14-l\¡ar02 O4-Feb-03 100% 0.321 0.729 0.4764
R-3 Asbesìos MFL 4 19-Mar-02 2O-Nov-02 O"/" < 

.0.021 
< 0.207 0.03625

B'3 Atrazine uS/l 5 I 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 40"/" < 0.0596 1.3 0.53788

B-3 Bariun (dissolved) ug4 5 14-[¡ar02 0+Feb-03 i00c" g.OZ 17.8 14.304

¡j . Baium (!9!ql.l9co..yqla!19) ry4 s 14-Mar-02 04-Feb-03 100% '10 20.6 1s.48

R-3 B9n!gz9-1.... .... .. ..... y.qL 5 ie-Mar02 gg:Èebo3 0% < 
. 

0.0076t < 0.00762 0.00381

B-3 Benzene ug/l 5 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 O% < O.ob < 0.28 0.058

B-3 Benzidine uS/l 5 19-MarO2 05-Feb-03 O"/. < 3.45 < 3.45 1.725

¡-3 Benzo(a)anthracere .. ldl 5 .. 19-Mar02 05-Feb-03 ... 0"/o < 0.023 < 0.023 0.0115

....î:9,.............-.,q9!41gþy,9n9 . . . .,,. .,. usl 5 1e-l\.,lar-02 o5-Feb-03 o% < 0.03 < o.o3 0.015

B-3 Benzo(b)lluoranthene ugl 5 19-Mãr-02 05-Feb-03 0"" < 0.03 < 0.03 g glg

t3 B€nzo(g,h,l)pery¡ene ldL 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb.03 0% < 0.029 < 0.029 0.0145

B-3 Benzo(k)fluoranthene ug/ S iS-Mar-OZ 05-Feb-03 0"à < 0.029 < 0.029 0.0145

l-9 Pi¡qdSr""tllglrlglhglg us/l 5 1s-[/lar-02 05-Feb.03 o% < o.sã . 0.8ä 0.415

R-3 Bis(2-chloroethyl)elher ug4 5 19-[/1ar{2 05-Feb-03 0"" < 0.55 < 0.55 0.275

R-3 Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate uql 5 19-l\4ar-02 O5-Feb-03 20"¿ < 3.21 q4 l!.081
R-3 Bromodichloromethane u94 5 19-l\4ar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.05 < 0.25 0.063

n-S Aromôtorm ug,4 5 '19'lvlar-02 05.Feb-03 0"¡ . -0ll . . O18 q,9ql
R-3 Bromomethane ug4 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.19 < 0.61 0.158

R-3 Butvlbenzvlphlhalate uo/l 5 19-[¡ar-02 O5-Feb-03 O'/a < 1 < ] 0.5

ug/ ! l9 Mqr-g? .. 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.0648 < 0.0648 0.0324

R-3 Butylbenzylphthalate : udl

gifiii,ÌIl.ùfirll1i lt$lf,*fír,l

SMD1 WWÏP
Placer County

iiifit

Page D-3
Robertson-Bryan, lnc.

Antidegradat¡on Analysis



r 5 19-qr. 
..

o,!l - . ---9,i,0-3,...-,
0.03388 _ 0.01694

12 10.13333

o.g2 0.066

0.31 0.093

0.37 0.074

I 0.18 01094

0.0151 0.00755

. 0.54 0.329

lqe 0.e66

9]1_ _0!1s9{
9.9?q -0.-01-10.31 0.076

. 1.49 1.236

l,9l l,l99
5.6 5.6

-1e -."---i.ò;
0 0913q ._ qr0-996q

1.2 0.6

0.0641 0.03205

0.027 0.0135

0.47 . 0.101

0.00184 0.00092

'ô¡s-'--- ó.âìl-.-
1 0.5

9,99 9-ft
2.72 1.36

9,9-?1 9,9,?1 .

.4 2

0.00168 0.00084

0.00092 0.00046

ó oóäâá o oor ro

20-Nov-02. 07:. 
.... .... ..,Í...,..0,-5 .Í,

q9f$r09 ,Q7: -_l g06 .:
05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.0æ88

os.reois 1000" < ro

05-Feb-03 0% < 0.07

05-Feb-03 0% < 0.11

9!f#93 0"" < 0.07 I
9,5:fs9:99 914 Í 9,1a <

05-Feb-03 0% < 0.0151

04-Feb-03 80% < 0.07

04-Feb'03 100% . 0,51

05-Feb-03 17'. -< 0126

05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.028

O5-Feb-03 O"'" < O.Og

04-Feb-03 100% 1.01

04-Feb-03 100% 119

05-Feb-03 2Ooô < 3

05-Feb-03 40"/. < 0.0124

O5-Feb-03 0". . 0.00i3ô .
05'Feb-03 0% < 1.2

05.Feb.03 0% < 0.0641

05-Feb-03 O% < 0.027

q5-Fet03 O% < 0.06

9!:f9!:03 9lz:.",.....: .9,-991.91....-:.,.
05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.63

O5-Feb-03 0% < 1

05-Feb-03 0"/. < 0.93

OS-f. et < 272 ;
9!:lq!:93 ?91: o o21

20-Nov-02 0% < 4

05-Feb-03 0% < 0.00168

05-Feb-03 O% < 0.00092

95:F9b:91 911: ,: 9,!:9ru :

ie]l4elo?
19-¡/1ar-02

-19:!gÆ.
19-l\¡ar02

19-[4ar-02

]9-M"r:9? .

19-Mar-02

I9:Mgr:ir --
19-Mar-02

14-MaÊ02

l+Vef:9?
19-lvlar02

ió-M;'{r
19-[¡ar-02

1+Mar02

14-Mar-02

19-Mar'02

ìó:riàr-oz

ry:Uqrq1
19-MaÊ02

le:ll4qt:g?
19-lvlar02

I g-lv"i-oz

l9'Mq4?
19-l\¡ar-02
'19-Mâr'02

19-Mar-02

i9.¡.@,0! 
-

19-MaÊ02

I S-lr/ir-O2

19-Mar-02

l9Ji!:9?,
19:M,.1:9?

!
I
!
6

5

I
5

5

5

5

6

5

5

5

5

5

5

5
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1:9-, !gt".19is!!l9r9q
1:3 9l,Lq,.dunç
R-3 Chloide

F-3 Chlorobenzene

1:9 . cIlqqqltq*
R-3 Chlorofom

Rã C¡ioro."t¡"nã

ió-rr¡ãl,-oz

le:ll4qt:g?
19-lvlar02

I g-lv"i-oz

19'Mq4?
19-l\¡ar-02
'19-Mâr'02

19-Mar-02

i9.¡.@,0! 
-

19-MaÊ02

I S-lr/ir-O2

19-Mar-02

l9Ji!:9?,
19:M,.1:9?

Cabofuran
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'' $,,.,ïi,Íïi,ii'ijliå,tilï,lf îfr$&iliiijt- îLi lffi
.f-3 ....F.!9othull
R-3 Endrin

B-ã enårin àroenyoe ug/ 5 19-[4ar-02 o5-Feb-03 0% < 0.002 < o.oo2 o.ool
B-3 Elhylbenzene ,ø 5 19-MarO2 05-Feb-03 oob < 0.1 < 0.24 0.074
B'3 Fluoranthene udl 5 t9-Mar-02 o5-Feb-03 o"/. < 0.033 < 0.033 0.0165

R-3 Fluorene udl 5 19-Mar02 O5-Feb-03 O% < 0.15 < 0.15 0.075

B-3 Fluoride mg,/l 6 19-[¡ar02 0S-Feb-03 17% < 0.06 O.2g 0.061333

B-3 gamma-BHo (Lindane) ug,/l 5 19-MarO2 05-Feb-03 o"; < 0.00144 < 0.00144 0.00072

B-3 Glyphosate ug/t q ì9-MãiO2 20-Nov-02 09o < ZS < 25 12.5

B-3 Hardness (as CaCO3) mg 6 1g-t\¡ar-02 OS"Feb-o3 100% Bi 120 98.i6667

B-3 HexachloÍobenzene rti 5 ig-t\¡ar-o2 Os-Feb-0g 0"; < 0j2 < 0.72 0.36

B-3 Hexachlorobutadiene ug/l 10 19-[¡ar-02 05-Êeb 03 O;L < 0.084 < 0.5 0.08js
B-3 Hexachlorocyclopentad¡ene ug/ 5 19-Mar02 05-Feb-03 O% < 1.18 < 1.18 0.S9

B-3 
.... ... .],1-..Iqghbr9t¡g!9 . . uS/l l9-[¡ar02 05-Feb-03... O% < 1.46 < 1.46 0.73

B-3..........119q1g0,2.9.c,d)pyrene ry4 4 19.Mar.02 20-Nov-02 o% < 0.035 < 003s 0.0175

R-3 lron (dissolved) ,g¡ 5 14-Mal:02 04Feb-03 100e" 121 206 i67.4

R-3 lsophorone ug/l 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 O% . O.AO < 0.86 0.43

R.3 Leaq {giFoñgql .ldl ...... 1.. 14-[rar-02 04-Feb.03 80% 0.003 0.056 0.0261

B-3 Lead {tolal fecoverabfe) ug/ s i+uun7 g1feb-oq lg0": 0.074 0.28 0.1484

.F 9 lvanganese (dissolved uS/ s 14.MaF02 04-Feb-03 100% 2s.2 39.6 ,ij ãé

u94

B-3 l\¡ercury (dissolved) uS/l S 1q-¡¡ar-OZ 04-Feb-03 100"þ 0.0011 0.00759 0.002836

¡-3 l49rhy-l*9 !ly" ggliygi!þg!,aryT,...."."......,.. l"dl 5 1e-Mar-02 05.Feb.03 20% < 0.02 0.025 0.0164

R-3 l\¡ethylene chloride ug,4 S ié¡r¡ar-OZ 
' 

O5-Feb-03 40"" < O.2g 1.3 0.535

R-3 l\¡olinate ug/l 5 r 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 O% < 0.169 < 0.169 0.0845

B.3 Naphthalene ug/l 1O 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 0"" < 0.1 < 0 93 q¡S!
-B.l Nigkgl(drssglyeg) us/t s 14Maf-02 04Feb-03 100o/o 3.02 4.26 3.7

SI\4D1 WWTP
Placer County

füffiËiiij{ifi#dþ
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B-3 Nitrite as N mg/l 6 1$l\¡aÊ02 05-Feb-03 17% < 0.043 . O.Z 0.038589

n ¡ Nitrobenzene u94 5 lS[¡aÊ02 05-Feb-03 0e. < 0.76 < 0.76 0.38

B-3 N-Nitrosodimethylamine ug4 5 19-[¡ar02 05,Feb-03 }qo < 0.67 < 0.67 0.335

R-3 OCDF pSi 4 141\4aÊ02 19-Nov-02 0% < 4.26 < 6j7 2.6075

B-3 Oxamyl ug¡ 4 19-[¡ar02 20-Nov-02 O% < 0.61 < 20 7.57625

. 
B:1. 

. . . ....,.....Ignt4c!!9l9plìenol tg/l q 19-l\¡aro2 05.Feb.03 20% < 0.00508 0.0063 0.0032e2

B-3 Phenanthrene ug,4 5 19-[¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 < 0 012 < 0.012 0.006

B-3 Phenol ug{ 5 19-l\¡ar02 05-Feb-03 oqo < 0.52 < 0.52 0.26

B-3 Phàsphorus. totai mg¡ 5 19-MarO2 05-Feb-03 2O'. < 0.0056 0.0092 O.OO84

R-3 Picloram ug,4 5 19-Mar-02 O5-Feb-03 0% < 0.00762 < 0.00762 0.00381

R-3 Silver (total recoverable) udl 5 14-[,4ar-02 O4-Feb-03 4Oe. 0.002 0.007 0.0045

R-3 Sulfate as S04 mg4 6 19-l\¡ar-02 05-Feb-03 100% < 7.3 11 7.466667

B-3 Sullide mg/l 3 16-[4ay-02 20-Nov-02 0""

R-3 Sulfite mg,4 4 19-Mar-02 20-Nov-02 0%

R-3 Thiobencarb ug¡ 5 19-N4ar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.0924 < 0.0924 0 0462

R-3 Toluene u94 5 19-l!lar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.07 < 0.32 0.093

R-3 Totaldissolved solids mdl 6 19-[.4ar02 05-Feb-03 100e" 97 
- 
130 

-1195R-3 ïoxaphene uS/l 5 19-lvlar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < 0.052 < 0.052 0.026

SMD1 WWTP
Placer County Page D-6
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i-9 T'þ,,ry!il
R-3 Trichloroethene

B-3 Trichlorofluoromethane

B-3 Vinylchloride

R-3 Xylenes, total

Btq Zinc (dissolved)

R-3 Zinc (total recoverable)

trans-1.2-Dichloroelhene 1e-M{:9? . 05-Feb.0-3

19-Mar-02 20-Nov-02

lg'Naroz os-råú.oe

19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0%

19-[¡ar-02 05'Feb-03 0%

19'l\¡ar02 05-FeÞ03 0%

14-l\¡ar-02 04.Feb-03 ìôOY"

14-[¡ar-02 04-Feb'03 1000/.

0%

o%

o;i

S¡/01 WWTP
Placer County

. ...0..09

.. 
qr005

..006
0.07

0.06

0.21

.. 0.62

0.94

< 0.26

<. 
-- 

0.005

: 9.99
< 0.42

< 0.16

<. 0.48

231

0 979
o'9!?l
0.084

0los'
0.066

9'161
1.178

6.47 2.446
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Appendix E

lncremental Waler Quality Changes for lnfrequently Detected Long-term Conslituents





Table E-1. lncremental mass balance change in Rock Creek waler qual¡ty due to future 2,7 mgd ADWF discharge of infrequently detected constituenls and comparison to
appl¡cable water qual¡ty standards.

Const¡tuent

Chlorobenzene

Chloromethane

D¡-octyl phthalate

NoÌes:
CÍR-AQ = Caliiornia Toxics Rule criterìon Tor the acute/chronìc protection of aquatic l¡fe. Based on a minimum effluent hardness of
CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criterion Tor the protection of human health (consumption oT water and organisms).
DHS MCL = Department of Health Services max¡mum contaminant level.
DHS 2"d MCL= Departmenl of Health Services secondary max¡mum contaminant level.
Total Rec. = total recoverable.
NA = not applicable and/or no assìmilatìve capacity is available.
ND = non-detect
All effluent vaìues expected lo be non-detectable with UV disinfection.

f

Effluent
Percent

Detected

u q/L

p q/L

Concentration in Rock Creek
dournstream of WWTP outtall (R2)

p qlL

@ Current
(2.18 mgd)
Discharge

Rale

8"/.

av"

4%

0.0691 0.0698 0.000762

@ Future
(2.7 mgd)
Dischârgê

Rate

0.102 0.103 0.000519

1 .51 1.53 0.0201

lncremental
lncrease

Lowest Appl¡cable
Water Qual¡ty Cr¡ter¡a

S¡/D1 WWTP
Placer County

Value

680 CTR-HH

Basis

3 USEPA.HH

Ass¡milativê Capac¡ty

Ava¡lable

NA

Used by
Expans¡on

680

2.90 0.o/"

q'õ

lLe

f41 mg/L as CaCO3.

NA

0.0"/"

NA

N
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N

N

Boberlson-Bryan, lnc.

Antidegradation Analysis



Table E 2. lncrèmental mass balance change in Dry C¡eek water quality due lo future 2.7 mgd ADWF dischargê of ¡nfrequently detected consl¡tuents and comparison to
applicable waler qual¡ty standards.

Constituent

Chìorobenzene

Chloromethane

Di-octyl phthalate

Notes:
CTFì-AQ = California Toxics Rule cr¡terion for the acute/chron¡c protection of aquatic l¡fe. Based on a minimum effìuent hardness of 141
CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule crìter¡on for the protection of human health (consumption of water and organisms).
DHS IMCL = Department of Health Serv¡ces maximum contaminant level.
DHS 2"d MCL= Department of Health Services secondary maximum contaminant level.
Total Rec. = total recoverable.
NA = not applicable and/or no assimilative capacity is available-
ND = non-detect
All effluent values expected to be non-detectable with UV disinfection.

t,
r=c
f

Effluent
Percent

Detected

uo/[

uq/L

Concentration in Rock Creek
doÌvnstream of WWTP outfall (R2)

psll

@ Current
(2.18 mgd)
Discharge

Rate

4"/"

0.0690 0.0698 0.0009

@ Futurê
(2.7 mgd)
D¡scharge

FIete

0.102 0.103 0.0006

1 .51 1.53 0.0239

SIMDI WWTP
Placer County

lncremental
lncrêase

Lowesl Appl¡cãble
Water Oual¡tv Criter¡a

Value

680

Basis

3 USEPA.HH

Ass¡m¡lative Capac¡ty

0

CTR

Ava¡lable

NA

Used by
Expansion

680 o.oa

2.90 o.ov"

9.'õ

lJ-&

NA

mg/L as CaCO3.
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